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RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON 
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STATEMENT 


METHODOLOGY AND PURPOSE 


BACKGROUND 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Personal Watercraft Rule Making: Glen Canvon National 
Recreation Area, Arizona and Utah, was released for pubiic review in September 2002 (67 Federal Register 
[FR] 178). Its release initiated a formal 60-day public comment period that ended on November 26, 2002. The 
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS) is the lead federal agency generating the 
environmental analysts. 


The personal watercraft rule-making applies to management of personal watercraft in Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement described three alternatives that would protect the 
resources and values of the recreation area while offering recreational opportunities as provided for the area's 
enabling legislation, purpose. mission, and goals. 


The National Park Service recetved 20,018 comment documents during the public comment period. Collectively. 
they containe’ 31.216 comments. Comments were received by letter, fax. and electronic mail; on comment 
forms collected at public meetings: as petitions: and in oral transcripts. Comment letters received included 
19.975 from individuals, 13 from businesses. 18 from organizations (organization was identified in the letter). 
and 6 from public agencies. Of the comments received. 60° were form letters in 11 separate formats. 


Respondents were very interested in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. They invested considerable time 
and effort to voice their opinions and concerns about managing personal watercraft use on Lake Powell. The 
most commonly addressed themes included Alternatives. Visitor Use, and Visitor Conflicts and Safety. 


The most common tissue that was addressed (8.271 comments) by the public was whether the use of 
personal watercraft should be continued within the recreation area. The majority of these commenters 
(98° 6) supported continued personal watercraft use. 


Nearly 6.700 comments were received related to visitor conflict and safety. Most of these comments 
focused on issues such as boater education and the safety of personal watercraft users if the flat-wake 
zones proposed under alternative B (the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement) were established. 


Comments on the alternatives were largely nonsubstantive i nature and generally supported or opposed 
an alternative. Alternative A received the most support because of one petition that contained more than 
11.000 signatures. 


A process referred to as “content analysis” was used to compile and correlate similar public comrsents into a 
format useable by NPS decision makers. The content analysis team (comprised of the NPS interdisciplinary 
planning team and the NPS contractor for preparation of this environmental impact statement) read all comments 
and determined which comments would require a response. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). responses were prepared for all substantive comments, and the content of this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement also demonstrates responsiveness to public input. 


Content analysis was performed in the four steps described below. 


RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Develop a coding structure — Initially, a coding structure was developed to help sort comments into logical 
groups by topics and issues, derived from an analysis of the range of topics covered in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, NPS legal guidance, and the letters themselves. The coding structure used was inclusive rather 
than restrictive: an attempt was made to capture all comment content. The codes were assigned to comments 
within letters, faxes, oral transcripts, meeting comment forms, and electronic mail. 


Create a comment database — For each comment in a correspondence. codes were assigned by one staff person. 
validated by another, and then entered into a database. 


Prepare a narrative summary — The database was used to help construct a narrative summary. Opinions, 
feelings. and preferences of one element or one alternative over another, and comments of personal and 
philosophical nature were all read and analyzed. All comments were considered, whether they were presented by 
thousands of people voicing the same concer or by a single person or organization raising a technical point. 


Read and code public comment letters After each document was coded. a series of steps were taken to 
determine whether the individual comment was substantive or nonsubstantive. according to the criteria set forth 
in the Council on Environmental Quality regulations. 


Substantive comments are comments that raise an issue regarding law or regulation, agency procedure or 
performance. compliance with stated objectives. validity of impact analyses. or other matters ef practical or 
procedural importance. Substantive comments require a response or a corresponding revision in the final 
environmental impact statement text. 


Nonsubstantive comments are comments that offer opinions or provide information not directly related to 
issues Or impact analyses. Nonsubstantive “omments are used as background information for the 
environmental impact statement team. but do not require a formal response. 


The purpose of reading. coding. and analyzing the contents of the comment letters was to assist the content 
analysis team in determining if the substantive issues raised by the public warranted further modification of the 
alternatives and further analysis of issues and impacts. With the information provided through the public review 
process. the agency reconsidered the draft preferred alternative (alternative B) and developed a “modified 
preferred alternative” (alternative B) as described in the “Alternatives” chapter of volume | of this Fina/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. 


Although the content analysis process attempted to capture the full range of public concerns, it is acknowledged 
that comments from people who chose to respond do not necessarily represent the sentiments of the entire 
public. Further. this ts not a vote-counting process: emphasis in this process was on the content of the comment 
rather than the number of times a comment was received. 


All comments received can be tracked to the original letter and can be sorted and reported in a variety of ways as 
described below. 


ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


Comments and responses are categorized by topics and issues. A topic ts a category of subject matter. These 
categories were developed through the scoping process and were selected in order to track major subjects 
through the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Issues are subdivisions of topics. Each topic was separated 
into several issues to provide a better focus on the content of comments. For example. “Purpose and Need™ was 
broken down into six tssues. including the scope of the analysts (designated PN 1). park legislation and authority 
(PN 2). current personal watercraft regulatory framework (PN 3), objectives for taking the action (PN 4), issues 
eliminated from further consideration (PN 5). and NPS interpretation of impairment policies and mandates 
(PN 6). 


ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


After all public comments were entered into the database by issue. substantive issue reports were generated per 
topic and issue. The team analyzed the comments and then grouped comments with similar subject matter in 
order to prepare issue statements that represented all comments in each subject matter group. Some of the more 
detailed comments that were received appear verbatim in this document, while others were summarized, 
reflecting the content of several similar comments. The issue statements were then sent to professionals in the 
respective fields (i-e.. Air Quality, Water Quality, Wildlife and Habitat) for analysis and response. The resulting 
issue statement responses were reviewed by the contractor, Environmental Quality Division of the National Park 
Service. and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area interdisciplinary planning team for accuracy and 
completeness. Revisions and additions were made, as needed. and the resulting responses to public comments 
are provided in this document. 


There are two indexes provided in this document and each ts described below. 


Index of Comments by Category of Author — The “Author Index” lists businesses, organizations, and public 
agencies that submitted comments. Actual locations in this document of comments responses by these groups 
can be found by locating the “Index of Comments by Category of Author” (see p. v) to first determine the 
document locator number and then choosing the appropriate topic heading in the Table of Contents. Individual 
members of the public submitted comments that were read, coded, and analyzed as described above. However. 
because of the large number of individuals submitting comments. those comment letters were not categorized by 
author. Authors of individual letters should consult the “Index of Comments by Topic.” as described in the next 
paragraph. The majority of comments received by the National Park Service were form letters. Examples of the 
11 different types of form letters are included at the end of this volume 2. 


Index of Comments by Topic — To locate a response to a representative individual comment, refer to the “Index 
of Comments by Topic” (see p.x) to determine the topic a comment falls under, and then locate the 
comment response section for that topic in the Table of Contents (see p. xiv). If an individual cannot find a 
representation of his or her comment in this document, the National Park Service can be contacted for a copy of 
the coded letter. All letters received will be kept at the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area headquarters. The 
authors of comments from agencies. businesses, and organizations should also consult this index to review all 
topics and issues of interest. 


References to Volume | Within Responses 
Within some responses to comments, readers are directed to a particular section, chapter, table, figure, or 


appendix to find more information about a particular subject. Those referrals pertain specifically to volume | of 
this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVI COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXVIRONAS NTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


INDEX OF COMMENT LETTERS BY CATEGORY OF AUTHOR 


BUSINESS COMMENT LETTERS 


ARAMARK Lake Powell Resorts and Marina - 
01178: Purpose and Need: Current Personal 
Watercraft Regulatory Framework. Recreation 
Area Operations: Enforcement. 

B.B. Financial Benefits Group, Inc. — 00195; 
Alternatives: Alternative C and Visitor Use. 
Personal Watercraft Use within GLCA. 

Charles Gustafson, P.C. Attorney at Law - 00198: 
Alternatives: Alternative C (No Action). 
Purpose and Need: Current Personal Watercraft 
Regulatory Framework, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Impacts of Personal Watercraft 
Use, Purpose and Need: NPS Interpretation of 
Impairment Policies & Mandates. 

Chiropractic Associates, Inc. - 00616: Purpose and 
Need: Park Legislation Authority. 

Desert Phantom Inc. - 00763: Visitor Use and 
Experience: Impacts of Personal Watercraft 
Use. 


Lake Powell Waterworld - 00390: Socioeconomics: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction, 
General Assumptions Used for Analysis: 
Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions. 

Steadman's Recreation Inc. - 01190; Purpose and 
Need: Current Personal Watercraft Regulatory 
Framework, Visitor Use and Experience: 
Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use. 

TAB Associates, Inc. - 00295; Alternatives: 
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), 
Recreation Area Operations. Enforcement. 
General Assumptions Used for Analysis: 
Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions. 


ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 


American Canoe Association, Inc. - 01 168: Visitor 


Conflicts and Safety: Affected Environment, 
Alternatives: Alternative A, Alternatives: 
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative). 
Alternatives: Environ. Preferred Alt. NEPA 
Section 101 & 102, Miscellaneous Topics: 
General Comments-Miscellaneous Topics, 
Threatened and Endangered Species: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use. Visitor Use and 
Experience: Impacts of Personal Watercraft 
Use. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use, Alternatives: New 
Alternatives or Elements. 


American Watercraft Association - 01175: 


Alternatives: Alternative B (Preferred 
Alternative). Purpose and Need: Current 
Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework. 
Visitor Conflicts and Safety: Impacts from 
Other Vessels. Socioeconomics: Impacts from 
Personal Watercraft Restriction, Purpose and 
Need: Scope of the Analysis. 


Blue Ribbon Coalition - 01228: Socioeconomics: 


Affected Environment, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Affected Environment, Air Quality: 
Methodology and Assumptions. General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: Personal 
Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions, 
Soundscapes: Regulations. Methodologies and 
Assumptions. 


Bluewater Network - 01002: Visitor Conflicts and 


Safety: Affected Environment. Soundscapes: 
Affected Environment, Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat: Affected Environment, Water Quality: 
Affected Environment, Socioeconomics: 
Affected Environment, Threatened and 
Endangered Species: Affected Environment, Air 
Quality: Affected Environment, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Affected Environment, 
Alternatives: Alternative C (No Action), 
Purpose and Need: Current Personal Watercraft 
Regulatory Framework. Consultation and 
Coordination: General Comments, Other NEPA 
Issues: General Comments, General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: General 
Methodology for Establishing Impacts Effects. 
Air Quality: Human Health Impacts from 
Personal Watercraft from Airborne Pollutants. 
Soundscapes: Impacts of Personal Watercraft 
Use. Visiwor Use and Experience: Impacts of 
Persona) Watercraft Use, Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitai: Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use. 
Water Quality: Impacts on Water Quality from 
Personal Watercraft Use. Soctoeconomics: 


Methodology and Assumptions, Air Quality: 
Methodology and Assumptions, Purpose and 
Need: NPS Interpretation of Impairment 
Policies & Mandates, Purpose and Need: Park 
Legislation Authority, General Assumptions 
Used for Analysis: Personal Watercraft Use 
Trends and Assumptions, Visitor Use: Personal 
Watercraft Use within GLCA, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions, Soundscapes: Regulations, 
Methodologies and Assumptions, Water 
Quality: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: 
Regulations, Methodologies and Assumptions, 
Visitor Conflicts and Safety: Regulations, 
Methodologies, and Assumptions, Purpose and 
Need: Scope of the Analysis. 


Escalante Wilderness Project - 01197; Alternatives: 


Alternative C (No Action), Soundscapes: 
Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use, Water 
Quality: Impacts on Water Quality from 
Personal Watercraft Use, Visitor Use: Personal 
Watercraft Use within GLCA. 


Living Rivers - 01174; Alternatives: Alternatives 


Eliminated, Alternatives: Elements Common to 
All Alternatives, Alternatives: Environ. 
Preferred Alt.,NEPA Section 101 & 102. 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements, 
Purpose and Need: NPS Interpretation of 
Impairment Policies & Mandates, Purpose and 
Need: Park Legislation Authority, General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: Personal 
Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions. 


Multiple Access Conservation Coalition - 00209; 


Alternatives: Alternative A, Alternatives: 
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), 
Socioeconomics: Economic Impact Analysis. 
Visitor Use and Experience: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use. Alternatives: New 
Alternatives or Elements. 


National Marine Manufacturers Association - 01176: 


Alternatives: Alternative B {Preferred 
Alternative), Visitor Conflicts and Safety: 
Impacts from Other Vessels, Purpose and Need: 
Scope of the Analysis. 


National Park Conservation Association - 01248: 


Alternatives: Alternative B (Preferred 
Alternative). Alternatives: Alternative C (No 
Action), Visitor Conflicts and Safety: Impacts 
of Personal Watercraft Use. Visitor Use and 
Experience: Impacts of Personal Watercraft 
Use, Purpose and Need: Park 


vi 


ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 


Legislation Authority, Visitor Use: Personal 

North American Wild Sheep Utah Chapter - 01286: 
Air Quality: Methodology and Assumptions, 
Water Quality: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions. 

Page-Lake Powell Chamber of Commerce ard 
Visitor Bureau - 01191; Socioeconomics: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction. 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members - 01344: Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat: Affected Environment, Soundscapes: 
Affected Environment, Shoreline Submerged 
Aquatic Vegetation: Affected Environment, 
Alternatives: Alternative B (Preferred 
Alternative), Purpose and Need: Current 
Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework, 
Recreation Area Operations: Enforcement, 
Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments- 
Miscellaneous Topics, General Assumptions 
Used for Analysis: General Methodology for 
Establishing Impacts Effects, Soundscapes: 
Impact from Other Vessels, Socioeconomics: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction, 
Visitor Conflicts and Safety: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use, Cultural Resources: 
Impacts from Visitor Access and Other 
Watercraft, Air Quality: Impacts on Air Quality 
Related Values (visibility, vegetation), Water 
Quality: Impacts on Water Quality from 
Personal Watercraft Use, Air Quality: 
Methodology and Assumptions, Soundscapes: 
Regulations. Methodologies and Assumptions, 
Water Quality: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions, Purpose and Need: Scope of the 
Analysis. 

River Runners for Wilderness ~ 01179; Alternatives: 
Alternative C (No Action); Visitor Use and 
Experience: Impacts of "ersonal Watercraft 
Use: Visitor Use: Personal Watercraft Use 
within NPS Units: Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat: Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use. 

Sierra Club - 01391; Visitor Use and Experience: 
Affected Environment. Soundscapes: 


Watercraft Use within NPS units 

Cumulative, Soundscapes: Impacts of Personal 
Watercraft Use, Alternatives: New Alternatives 
or Elements, General Assumptions Used for 
Analysis: Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions, Soundscapes: Regulations, 
Methodologies and Assumptions. 

Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter - 01266: 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements. 

Sierra Club Utah Chapter - 01245; Soundscapes: 
Affected Environment, Alternatives: 
Alternatives Eliminated, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Cumulative, Socioeconomics: 
Economic Impact Analysis, Other NEPA 
Issues: General Comments, General 
Assumptions Used for Analysis: General 
Methodology for Establishing Impacts. Effects, 
Visitor Use and Experience: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use, Alternatives: New 
Alternatives or Elements, Purpose and Need: 
Park Legislation/ Authority, Visitor Use and 
Experience: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions, Purpose and Need: Scope of the 
Analysis. 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) - 01239; 
Water Quality: Affected Environment, Visitor 
Conflicts and Safety: Affected Environment. 
Alternatives: Alternative A, Alternatives: 
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), 
Alternatives: Alternative C (No Action), 
Recreation Area Operations: Enforcement, 
Recreation Area Operations: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use, Shoreline/Submerged 
Aquatic Vegetation: Impacts of Personal 
Watercraft Use, Visitor Use and Experience: 
Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use, Purpose 
and Need: Objectives in Taking Action, Purpose 
and Need: Park Legislation Authority, Water 
Quality: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions. 


vii 


PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS 


Arizona State Parks/SHPO - 00194; Alternatives: 


County Commission Chairman - 00056; Alternatives: 


Alternative B (Preferred Alternative). Visitor 
Use: Personal Watercraft Use within GLCA. 


New Alternatives or Elements, Visitor Use: 
Personal Watercraft Use within GLCA. 


Region 8 US Environmental Protection Agency - 


01393: Visitor Use and Experience: Affected 
Environment, Water Quality: Affected 
Environment, Alternatives: Alternative B 
(Preferred Alternative), Alternatives: 
Alternative C (No Action), Alternatives: 
Alternatives Eliminated, Alternatives: Elements 
Common to All Alternatives, Alternatives: 
Environ. Preferred Alt. NEPA Section 101 & 
102, Other NEPA Issues: General Comments, 
General Assumptions Used for Analysis: 
General Methodology for Establishing 
Impacts/Effects, Soundscapes: Impacts of 
Personal Watercraft Use, Air Quality: Impacts 
on Air Quality Related Values (visibility, 
vegetation), Water Quality: Impacts on Water 
Quality from Personal Watercraft Use, Air 
Quality: Methodology and Assumptions, 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements. 


General Assumptions Used for Analysis: 
Personal Watercraft Use Trends and 
Assumptions, Water Quality: Regulations, 
Methodologies and Assumptions. 


State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 


Division of Parks and Recreation - 01170: 
Alternatives: Alternative B (Preferred 
Alternative), Visitor Conflicts and Safety: 
Boater Education, Purpose and Need: Current 
Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework. 
Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments- 
Miscellaneous Topics, Socioeconomics: 
Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction, 
Socioeconomics: Methodology and 
Assumptions, Visitor Use: Personal Watercraft 
Use within GLCA. 


US Fish and Wildlife Service - Utah Field Office - 


01137; Wildlife and Wi'4life Habitat: Affected 
Environment, Water Quality: Affected 
Environment, Threatened and Endangered 
Species: Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use, 
Alternatives: New Alternatives or Elements, 
Water Quality: Regulations, Methodologies and 
Assumptions. 
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ForRM LETTERS 


EXAMPLES OF FoRM LETTERS SUBMITTED 
Cook, Jim — 00299 (Form 10) 

Fasulkey, Robert — 00013 (Form 2) 

Fields, John — 00243 (Form 7) 

Green, Jacqueline P. — 00322 (Form 4) 

Hawkins, Derrell — 01316 (Form 11) 


Jensen, Lou and Carol — 00318 (Form 5) 


Mabes, Kelli — 00221 (Form 6) 
Penner, Eric — 00630 (Form 9) 
Peterson, Kimberly — 00009 (Form 3) 
Stutz, Anne — 00492 (Form 8) 


Thompson, Kevin —- 00002 (Form 1) 


INDEX OF COMMENTERS BY TOPIC 


AIR QUALITY PAGE 3 
Affected Environment 
Bluewater Network — 01002 


Human Health Impacts from Personal Watercraft 
from Airborne Pollutants 
Bluewater Network — 01002 


Impacts on Air Quality Related Values (visibility, 
vegetation) 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
and Members — 01344 
Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 


Methodology and Assumptions 
Blue Ribbon Coalition — 01228 


Bluewater Network — 01002 

North American Wild Sheep Utah Chapter — 
01286 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
and Members — 01344 

Region 8 US Environmental Protection 


Agency — 01393 
ALTERNATIVES PAGE 13 
Alternative A 


American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 

Multiple Access Conservation Coalition — 
00209 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) 
American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 
American Watercraft Association — 01175 
Arizona State Parks SHPO — 00194 
Multiple Access Conservation Coalition — 
00209 

National Marine Manufacturers Association — 
01176 

National Park Conservation Association 
01248 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
and Members — 01344 

Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 


State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks and Recreation — 01170 

TAB Associates, Inc. — 00295 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Alternative C (No Action) 

Bluewater Network — 01002 

Charles Gustafson, P.C. Attorney at Law — 
00198 

Escalante Wilderness Project — 01197 

National Park Conservation Association — 
01248 

Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Alternatives Eliminated 
Living Rivers — 01174 
Region & US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 


Elements Common to all alternatives 
Living Rivers — 01174 
Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 


Environmentally Preferred Alternative/NEPA 
Section 101 & 102 
American Canoe Association — 01168 
Living Rivers — 01174 
Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 


New Alternatives or Elements 
American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 
County Commission Chairman — 00056 
Living Rivers — 01174 
Multiple Access Conservation Coalition — 


00209 

Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 

Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter — 01266 

Sierra Club — 01391 

Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 

US Fish and Wildlife Service — Utah Field 
Office — 01137 


INDEX OF COMMENTERS 8) Torx 


CONSULTATION 


AND COORDINATION PAGE 25 
General Comments 
Bluewater Network — 0/002 


CULTURAL RESOURCES PAGE 26 
Impacts from Visitor Access and Other 
Watercraft 


Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 


GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS 


USED FOR ANALYSIS PAGE 27 


General Methodology for Establishing 

Impacts/Effects 

Bluewater Network — 01002 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 

Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency —- 01393 

Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 


Personal Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions 
Blue Ribbon Coalition — 01228 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Lake Powell Waterworld — 00390 
Living Rivers — 01174 
Region 8 US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 
Sierra Club — 01391 
TAB Associates, Inc. — 00295 


OTHER NEPA ISSUES 


General Comments 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Region & US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 


PAGE 29 


Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 
PURPOSE AND NEED PAGE 31 
Current Personal Watercraft Regulatory 

Framework 

American Watercraft Association, Inc. 

01175 
ARAMARK Lake Powell Resorts and Marina 
01178 


Bluewater Network —— 01002 


Charles Gustafson, P.C. Attorney at Law — 


00198 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 


State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks and Recreation — 01170 
Steadman’s Recreation Inc. — 91190 


NPS Interpretation of Impairment Policies & 
Mandates 
Bluev ater Network — 01002 
Charles Gustafson, P.C. Avorney at Law — 
00198 
Living Rivers — 01174 


Objectives in Taking Action 
Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Park Legislation/Aathority 

Bluewater Network — 01002 

Chiropractic Associates, Inc. — 00616 

Living Rivers — 01174 

National Park Conservation Association — 
01248 

Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Scope of the Analysis 
American Watercraft Association, Inc. — 
01175 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
National Marine Manufacturers Association — 


01176 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 
RECREATION AREA 
OPERATIONS PAGE 44 
Enforcement 
ARAMARK Lake Powell Resorts and Marina 
01178 


Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 

TAB Associates, Inc. —- 00295 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) 
01239 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) 
01239 


XI 


RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS ON THE Draft ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


SHORELINE/SUBMERGED 


A QUATIC VEGETATION PAGE 47 
Affected Environment 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


SOCIOECONOMICS PAGE 50 


Affected Environment 
Blue Ribbon Coalition — 01228 
Bluewater Network — 01002 


Economic Impact Analysis 
Multiple Access Conservation Coalition - 
00209 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 


Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction 

American Watercraft Association, Inc. 
O1175 

Lake Powel) Waterworld — 00390 

Page-Lake Powell Chamber of Commerce and 
Visitor Bureau — 01191 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 91344 

State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks and Recreation — 01170 


Methodology and Assumptions 
Bluewater Network — 01002 


State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks and Recreation — 01170 


SOUNDSCAPES PAGE 54 
Affected Environment 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 


Cumulative Effects 
Sierra Club — 01391 


Impact from Other Vessels 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 


AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Escalante Wilderness Project — 01197 
Region & US Environmental Protection 

Agency — 01393 
Sierra Club — 01391 


Regulations, Methodologies and Assumptions 
Blue Ribbon Coalition —- 01228 


Bluewater Network — 01902 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 

Sierra Club — 01391 


THREATENED 
PAGE 68 


Affected Environment 
Bluewater Network — 01002 


Impacts of Pe:sonal Watercraft Use 
American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 
US Fish and Wildlife Service - Utah Field 
Office — 01137 


VISITOR 


CONFLICTS AND SAFETY PAGE 7] 
Affected Environment 
American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) — 
01239 


Boater Education 
State of Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks and Recreation — 01170 


Impacts from Other Vessels 
American Watercraft Association, Inc. — 
01175 
National Marine Manufacturers Association 
01176 


lmmpacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
National Park Conservation Association 
01248 
Personal Watercraft Industry Association and 
Members — 01344 


Regulations. Methodologies, and Assumptions 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
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INDEX OF COMMENTERS 8) Tori 


VISITOR USE 
AND EXPERIENCE 


Affected Environment 
Blue Ribbon Coalition -- 01228 
Biuewater Network — 01002 
Region & US Environmental Protection 
Agency — 01393 
Sierra Club — 01391 


Cumulative Effects 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 
Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 


American Canoe Association, Inc. — 01168 

Bluewater Network — 01002 

Charles Gustafson, P.C. Attorney at Law — 
00198 

Desert Phantom, Inc. — 00763 

Multiple Access Conservation Coalition 
00209 

National Park Conservation Association 
01248 

Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 

Steadman's Kecreation Inc. — 01190 

Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) - 
61239 


Methodologies and Assumptions 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Sierra Club Utah Chapter — 01245 


WATER QUALITY PAGE 83 
Affected Environment 
Bluewater Network — 01002 
Region & US Environmental Protection 
Agency —- 01393 
US Fish and Wildlife Service - Utah Field 
Office — 01137 


PAGE 76 


Utah Shared Access Alliance (USA-ALL) 
01239 
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AIR QUALITY 


Affected Environment 
Issue 1: Inadequate Data Collection and Monitoring 


A 


Comment: The air quality analysis uses data collected over one week, while stating that three years of 
data are required to make a reasonable assessment. The National Park Service has known about the ban on 
personal watercraft without a NEPA Environmental Impact Statement, since March 21, 2000, providing 
over two years to collect the required data and compile a report for the air quality. Even if three years 
worth of data were not available to be collected, the National Park Service clearly had more than a week 
to collect and monitor the impacts on the air quality that may be occurring from the hydrocarbon releases 
of personal watercraft. 


Response: Although the National Park Service promulgated an amended regulation in March 2000, it was 
not until April 2001 when the National Park Service, in a settlement agreement with the Bluewater 
Network, began the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process to determine if personal 
watercraft use was appropriate based on an environmental impact analysis. The National Park Service 
determined that Labor Day weekend would be the best time to collect data to assess the effect of personal 
watercraft use on air quality because it is the busiest part of the visitor use season. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
905G Individual 


Impacts to Human Health and Air Quality Related Values (Visibility and Vegetation) from Personal 
Watercraft 
Issue 1: General Impacts of Personal Watercraft on Air Quality 


A 


Comment: The California Air Resources Board (CARB) report Outboard Engine and Personal Watercraft 
Emissions to Air and Water: A Laboratory Study states that for all measured air pollutants, two-stroke 
personal watercraft and outboards were generally and substantially higher than comparable four-stroke 
engines. In the case of hydrocarbons (THC), two-stroke motors were far more polluting than comparable 
four-stroke motors. 


Response: The comment is correct for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter. In 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) NONROAD 
model was used to estimate watercraft emissions. The modeling results show that HC (hydrocarbon) 
emission factors for two-stroke carbureted personal watercraft engines are approximately |3 times greater 
than for four-stroke personal watercraft engines. This is a major factor in the EPA rule requiring the 
phase-out of carbureted two-stroke engines. A discussion of the emission factors and effects on forecast 
watercraft emissions are discussed in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter under “Air Quality” in 
each alternative discussion. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002K Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: Direct-injected two-stroke and four-stroke personal watercraft will not solve all problems. 
California Air Resources Board research found that direct-injection two-stroke engines emit 
approximately seven times more total hydrocarbons than do four-stroke engines. Hydrocarbons are a key 
component in the formation of smog. In the case of formaldehyde, a possible human carcinogen, direct- 
injection engines emitted more than both the carbureted two-stroke and four-stroke engines. In the case of 
nitrogen oxides (NO,) and carbon monoxide, the four-stroke engine emitted more than the direct-injection 
engines. Neither the direct-injection nor the four-stroke personal watercraft will do anything to address the 
impacts of the more than 1.1 million thrillcraft already operating on Amcrican waters. 


Response: The National Park Service acknowledges that changing from carbureted two-stroke personal 
watercraft engines to direct-injection two-stroke engines may result in increases of airborne particulate- 
associated PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons). In addition, a recent study by the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (2003) compared the concentrations of PAH compounds released into the water and 
found that the two-stroke carbureted outboard engine emitted lower PAH levels into the water than did the 
two-stroke direct-injected engine. The four-stroke carbureted outboard engine emitted the lowest PAH 
levels, as well as other gasoline-related contaminants into the water (TRPA 2003; CARB 2001). 
However, the two-stroke carbureted outboard engine emitted higher levels of benzene than the two-stroke 
direct-injected engine model (CARB 2001). Personal watercraft engines follow the same patterns of 
emission rates as outboard engines (CARB 2001). The TRPA (2003) study confirms other findings 
regarding emissions into the water and does not substantially change NPS conclusions regarding water 
quality impacts. The National Park Service stated a commitment in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to monitor for chemical compounds. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002L Bluewater Network Organization 


Impacts to Human Health and Air Quality Related Values (Visibility and Vegetation) from Personal Watercraft 


Issue 2: Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon Concentrations from Personal Watercraft Use at Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area Do Not Pose Any Health Risks 


A 


Comment: Continued personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area will not pose any 
adverse health risks for park visitors under even the “worst case” airborne PAH concentrations that could 
theoretically be generated by the vessels. 


Response: The commenter submitted an analysis of PAH emissions at Glen Canyon to support the 
comment. The commenter’s analysis uses many conservative assumptions and a pollutant dispersion 
model to conclude that PAH exposure to personal watercraft users from personal watercraft PAH 
emissions would be less than one thousandth of one % (<0.001%) of an Occupational Safety & Health 
Administration (OSHA) limit for PAH exposure. Shoreline exposure would be even lower. OSHA 
published the limit as part of a discussion of safety and health related to coal tar pitch volatiles. The limit 
is for total PAH, and the comment in reference to OSHA for limits of coal tar volatiles does not apply in 
the context of the Glen Canyon personal watercraft rule-making discussion. In addition, another relevant 
study concluded that there are some health effects associated with PAH emissions (see Environmental and 
Occupational Exposure to Toxic Air Pollutants from Winter Snowmobile Use in Yellowstone National 
Park (Kado et al. 2001). Theretore, the National Park Service cannot support a conclusion, as the 
commenter suggests, that personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon would pose no adverse health risks from 
toxic air pollutant emissions. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344H Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Issue 3: Nitrogen Oxide Emissions 


A 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should also note that nitrogen oxide pollutant 
emissions, a smog precursor, are likely to increase with the conversion to more four-stroke engines. 


Response: The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements do note in the “Air Quality” section of 
the “Environmental Consequences” chapter under “Emission Standards for Gasoline-Powered Marine 
Engines,” that nitrogen oxide contamination will increase with implementation of the EPA 1996 rule. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13930 Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 4: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Underestimates the Reduction of Personal Watercraft 
Emissions Over Time 


A 


Comment: There were a number of commenters concerned that the changeover to four-stroke and two- 
stroke direct injection personal watercraft engines to meet the requirements of the EPA 2006 and CARB 
2008 emission standards is occurring much more rapidly than EPA and National Park Service has 
estimated. Amounts of emissions at Glen Canyon will accordingly continue to decline rapidly, achieving a 
reduction of approximately 90% by 2012. 


Response: All alternatives use the rate of conversion of the engines from carbureted two-stroke to clean 
engines consistent with the EPA rule, “Final Rule for New Gasoline Spark-Ignition Marine Engines” 
(EPA 1996a). The National Park Service used the EPA data where it was assumed that 21.6% of the 
carbureted two-stroke engines in use in 1998 would be replaced by 2004 and that 58.4% would be 
replaced by 2012. The commenter’s opinion is principally based on confidential, proprietary personal 
watercraft sales and forecast data prepared by personal watercraft manufacturers. This proprietary data 
was not supplied with the comment and, therefore, was not available to the National Park Service. 
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The commenter states that the data indicates that the conversion of two-stoke carbureted personal 
watercraft models to cleaner direct-injection engines is occurring more rapidly than anticipated in the 
1996 EPA analysis of the effects of the conversion rule. While the National Park Service has no reason to 
doubt that personal watercraft conversions and sales may be proceeding at a greater rate than forecast by 
the Environmental Protection Agency, there is no survey or similar data available at this time that 
indicates that the engine mix at Glen Canyon is proceeding at a faster or slower rate than the EPA 
forecast. Therefore, use of the EPA rates is considered appropriate in disclosing potential impacts on air 
quality. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), personal watercraft engines would be 
100% compliant after 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344E Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


B Comment: Commenter expressed concern that personal waiercraft emissions are declining faster than 
forecasted by the Environmental Protection Agency. The existing fleet of personal watercraft has 
achieved a 25% reduction compared to HC + NO, emission levels before the EPA regulation became 
effective, and will achieve reductions greater than 80° by 2012. 


Response: The comment is principally based on two assumptions made by the commenter. The first is 
based on confidential, proprietary information regarding personal watercraft sales and forecast data 
prepared by personal watercraft manufacturers. No supporting data was supplied with the comment. The 
commenter states that the data indicates that the conversion of personal watercraft models to cleaner 
engines is occurring more rapidly than anticipated in the 1996 EPA analysis of the effects of the 
conversion rule. While the National Park Service has no reason to doubt that personal watercraft 
conversions and sales may be proceeding at a greater rate than forecast by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, there is no survey or similar data available at this time indicating the engine conversion at Glen 
Canyon is proceeding at a faster or slower rate than the EPA forecast. Therefore, use of the EPA rates is 
considered appropriate, and use of an accelerated rate may be considered .peculative without additional 
supporting data. 


The second assumption by the commenter is that 75% of the personal watercraft at Glen Canyon will have 
engines that comply with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) conversion rule for all years, which 
requires that marine engine emission reductions targeted by the Environmental Protection Agency for 
2006 be achieved in California by 2001. The California rule then requires further emission reductions by 
2004 and 2008 (Title 13, California Code of Regulations, sections 2440-2448). The commenter assumes 
that 50% of the personal watercraft users at Glen Canyon will be from California and all will have CARB- 
compliant waiercrafi, and that, because of manufacturing and sales efficiencies outside of California, an 
additional 25% of the Glen Canyon personal watercraft users will have CARB-compliant watercraft. The 
National Park Service concurs that many watercraft users at Glen Canyon have California-registered 
personal watercraft, and that they will meet the CARB standards. However, there is no data relative to 
personal watercraft at Glen Canyon to confirm the 75% figure assumed by the commenter. The NPS 
emission calculations are conservative only in the sense that they do not specifically account for 
watercraft that have already been or will be converted to mect CARB standards. Under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B), personal watercraft engines would be 100% compliant after 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344C, 1344F Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Cc Comment: Commenter believes that the draft environmental impact statement reference to moderate 
levels of air quality impacts from HC, NO,, and CO emissions associated with personal watercraft use is 
incorrect and potentially misleading. The commenter believes that these emissions, even under the “worst 
case™ scenario, would not pose a health risk for park visitors. 


Impacts to Human Health and Air Quality Related Values (Visibility and Vegetation) from Personal Watercraft 


Response: Emission levels shown in the Air Quality analysis tables in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter are not directly comparable with the emission levels submitted by the commenter, because the 
National Park Service Air Quality Division calculates emissions on an annual basis, and the commenter’s 
calculations are for an average boating day during the boating season. Some assumptions made for NPS 
calculations are more conservative than those used for the commenter’s calculations. The National Park 
Service assumed that the conversions from carbureted two-stroke engines to cleaner engines would occur 
at the rate forecast by the Environmental Protect‘on Agency. Based on the NPS model (presented in the 
tables as tons per year of estimated hydrocarbon and nitrogen oxide cinissions for all alternatives), a 
21.6% conversion is assumed from 1998 levels by 2004 and a 58.4% conversion by 2012. The commenter 
assumes a faster conversion. The commenter assumes that emissions would be reduced because a 
significant portion of personal watercraft would be cleaner than EPA requirements due to compliance 
with the more restrictive California requirements. There is no data relative to personal watercraft at Glen 
Canyon to confirm the 75% figure that is assumed by the commenter. The NPS emission calculations are 
conservative only in the sense that they do not specifically account for watercraft that have already been 
or will be converted to meet CARB standards. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), 
personal watercraft engines would be 100% compliant after 2012, which would result in a substantial 
reduction in emissions. Using the EPA forecast rate of emission reductions in the NPS air quality 
emissions model, and assuming a 2% annual visitor growth rate, the personal watercraft emissions 
associated with the modified preferred alternative would be up to 365 tons per year of HC + NO, by 2012 
and 2,955 tons per year of CO, which is considered by the National Park Service to be a moderate adverse 
effect. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344F Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 


Impacts from Other Vessels 
Issue 1: General Comments About Impacts on Air Quality From Other Vessels 


A Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to mention the effects on air quality from 
other boats. 


Response: The effects on air quality from other motorized watercraft at Glen Canyon were addressed in 
the cumulative impacts analysis of air quality in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. The 
National Park Service acknowledges that other motorized watercraft emit pollutants; however, 
management of other watercraft is beyond the scope of this analysis. See responses in the “Purpose of and 
Need for Action” chapter regarding the scope of this analysis. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1209D, 132B Individual 


Methodology and Assumptions 


Issue 1: Derivation of Engine Load 


A 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should disclose the derivation of the 21% average 


engine load. Given what would be a major impact in the analysis, an explanation of why this is the correct 
assumption for personal watercraft would be helpful. 


Response: The assumption of an average engine load of 21% for personal watercraft was based on the 
activity data used in the EPA NONROAD model. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393Q Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 2: Inconsistent Estimates Between Water and Air Quality Analysis 


A 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should use the same percentage for how much and 


which pollutants volatize in both the air and water quality impacts sections. No estimate of the percent 
that volatilizes is given in the water quality section. In the air quality section it is stated that up to 30% of 
the fuel from personal watercraft is unburned and is discharged as gaseous hydrocarbons (Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement p. 181). The numbers should be consistent for the analysis. 


Response: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement incorrectly stated that 30% of the fuel is exhausted 
into the air. However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement correctly states that up to one-third of 
the fuel delivered to the two-stroke carbureted personal watercraft engine is unburned and discharged into 
the water. It is difficult to determine how much of the fuel is volatilized into the atmosphere. As stated in 
“Methodology and Assumptions” section under “Air Quality”, many organic pollutants that are initially 
dissolved in the water volatilize to the atmosphere, especially if they have high vapor pressures, are 
lighter than water, and mixing occurs at the air/water interface. It is difficult to assess the specific 
evaporation rates of exhaust pollutants from personal watercraft because the rates will differ according to 
the ratio of gas to oil used, by fuel brand, by engine, and operating conditions such as temperature and 
water aeration. 


In 1994, the Environmental Protection Agency released a public memorandum entitled “The Effects of 
Marine Engine Exhaust on Water Quality: Summary of Findings of Various Research Studies.” This 
document summarizes || research papers and presents volatilization rates and dilution ratios for 
observable effects such as taste, odor, and generation of oil film. 


At temperatures commonly found in Lake Powell during the summer boating season (77°F-86°F), 78%- 
84% of the gasoline/oil mixture (50:1) for carbureted two-stroke engines would be evaporated from the 
water to the air in 1.2 hours (EPA 1994). This EPA review also cites a study by the Boating Industrial 
Association (1974) that describes the two-stroke gas/oil mixture as having an | 1-day half-life in still 
water (such as a laboratory tank) and a half-life of less than one day in open, aerated water (such as a 
lake). A description of the volatile nature of five gasoline constituents has been provided in the “Water 
Quality™ section of the “Affected Environment” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393V Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: On page 181, the National Park Service states that even though personal watercraft exhaust is 


initially expelled in the water, “a portion” of the exhaust pollutants end up in the atmosphere. This 
conclusion leaves the impression with the reader that personal watercraft do not have a significant impact 
upon Glen Canyon’s air quality. However, in the water quality section of the affected environment 
chapter, the National Park Service states that a vast majority of personal watercraft unburned hydrocarbon 


AIR QUALITY 


pollution, which can represent nearly a third of all emissions discharged from a typical two-stroke 
personal watercraft, ends up in the air. In particular, the National Park Service notes that “about 85% of 
these [hydrocarbon] compounds are highly volatile.” These two statements about the fate of personal 
watercraft pollutants contradict each other and appear to be an attempt to downplay the impact personal 
watercraft have on both air and water quality. 


Response: As stated in the “Methodology and Assumptions” section under “Air Quality” in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter, many organic pollutants that are initially dissolved in the water 
volatilize to the atmosphere, especially if they have high vapor pressures, are lighter than water, and 
mixing occurs at the air/water interface. As stated in the previous response, studies have indicated that at 
temperatures between 77°F—86°F, 78%-84% of the unburned gasoline and fuel additives are evaporated. 
However, the specific evaporation rate is difficult to assess on the lake because rates differ according to 
fuel mixture, fuel type, engine, and operating conditions such as temperature and water aeration. Under 
the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), all personal watercraft engines would be 100% 
compliant with EPA standards after 2012. The analysis of air quality in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement demonstrates that there would be a substantial reduction in emissions of pollutants into the air 
under alternative B compared to alternative A (continuing current management). Furthermore, the 
National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use, if 
implemented), would not result in an impairment of park air or water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AD Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 3: Include Updated Evaporative Standards Proposed by the Environmental Protection Agency 


A 


Comment: It should be noted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement that in July 2002, EPA 
proposed cleaner evaporative standards for personal watercraft. If promulgated, these standards will be 
relevant for future environmental studies of this issue. 


Response: The text in the “Air Quality Methodology and Assumption” section of the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter has been changed to include the proposed EPA evaporative standards. Also see 
response to comment 4 A below. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393U Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 4: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Fails to Mention the Impact of Personal Watercraft 
Permeation Losses 


A 


Comment: Permeation is the process by which individual fuel molecules may penetrate the walls of the 


various assembly components of a fuel system directly to the outside air. According to the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB), evaporative and permeation emissions from nonroad engines/fuel systems and 
gas tanks are significant. For example, CARB research found that a typical nonroad engine (5-gallon fuel 
tank filled to half its capacity) is likely to emit over 7 grams of hydrocarbon pollution in a 24-hour 
summer diurnal cycle. According to the EPA, many of America’s approximately 10 million off-road 
vehicles such as all-terrain vehicles, personal watercraft, and snowmobiles have similar tanks. 


Response: Nonexhaust hydrocarbon emissions from watercraft are less than exhaust emissions but are not 
insignificant. For watercraft, the principal sources of nonexhaust emissions are evaporative emissions 
from fuel tanks when the engine is not in use and refueling emissions. The quantities of these emissions 
are related to the number of pieces of equipment, number of trips, and watercraft fuel tank volume. The 
phase-out of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines varies by alternative, resulting in 
variations in exhaust emissions. In addition, fuel tank volumes would not be anticipated to change 


10 


Methodology and Assumptions 


significantly. The number of trips per year was not expected to differ between alternatives over the next 
10 years. Therefore, nonexhaust emissions would be very similar for all alternatives. In July 2002, the 
Environmental Protection Agency proposed new evaporative standards for gasoline-fueled boats and 
personal watercraft. These proposed standards would require most new boats produced in 2008 or later to 
be equipped with low-emission fuel tanks or other evaporative emission controls. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement text reflects the change to include a discussion of nonexhaust emissions 
in the “Air Quality Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002V Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 5: The Research on Air Quality Effects of Personal Watercraft Emissions Presented in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement Is Not Applicable to New Engine Technology 


A 


Comment: National Park Service notes that recent studies suggest changing from two-stroke carbureted to 


two stroke direct injection personal watercraft engines might increase PAH emissions. A study by 
Norman Y. Kado et al, Airborne Particle Emissions from two- and four-stroke Outboard Marine Engines: 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon and Bioassay Analysis, (Kado study) quantified PAH concentrations in 
airborne particulate emissions. The Kado study showed that the PAH emissions from the direct-injection 
two-stroke engines tested were greater than from carbureted two-stroke engines. The direct-injection two- 
stroke outboard engine used in that study was a 1999 model and represented very early technology, and 
the results of the study are not applicable to newer model direct-injection outboard engines, much less 
personal watercraft engines. 


Response: The commenter rejects the applicability of the Kado study to newer engines including PWC 
engines. Because many older engines would still be allowed to operate at Lake Powell through 2012, the 
National Park Service assumes that there would still be PAH emissions and the Kado study is relevant. In 
addition, a recent study by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (2003) compared the concentrations of 
PAH compounds released into the water and found that the two-stroke carbureted outboard engine emitted 
lower PAH levels into the water than did the two-stroke direct-injected engine. The four-stroke carbureted 
outboard engine emitted the lowest PAH levels, as well as other gasoline-related contaminants into the 
water (TRPA 2003; CARB 2001). However, the two-stroke carbureted outboard engine emitted higher 
levels of benzene than the two-stroke direct-injected engine model (CARB 2001). Personal watercraft 
engines follow the same patterns of emission rates as outboard engines (CARB 2001). The TRPA (2003) 
study confirms other findings regarding emissions into the water and does not substantially change NPS 
conclusions regarding water quality impacts. 


Nevertheless, while conversion of some carbureted two-stroke engines to direct-injection two-stroke 
engines would result in increased PAH emissions, the concurrent conversion to four-stroke engines would 
result in reduced PAH emissions. As shown by the commenter, using Kado data, the combined PAH 
emissions of one direct-injection two-stroke engine and one four-stroke engine would be slightly less than 
the PAH emissions of the two carbureted two-stroke engines that would be replaced. Therefore, the 
increase or decrease of PAH emissions as carbureted two-stroke engines are converted to cleaner engine 
types would depend on the relative numbers of the types of cleaner engines. In addition, in speaking with 
local personal watercraft businesses, the majority of newer personal watercraft models being sold are 
four-stroke engines, not two-stroke direct-injection engines but no specific data is available. The 
speculation of the mix of engine types would not appreciably change NPS conclusions made in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344G Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative B (Modified Preferred Alternative) 
Issue 1: Alternative B with Changes 


A 


Comment: The preferred alternative should keep personal watercraft entirely out of the Dirty Devil, the 
Colorado beyond the highway bridge (not further upstream at Sheep Canyon), all of the Escalante and at 
least as much of the San Juan arm as in Alt B. In effect, restrict them to the main body of the reservoir 
only. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement includes additional restrictions for alternative B 
(the modified preferred alternative) that would prohibit personal watercraft use on the Dirty Devil River 
beyond the Highway 95 bridge. This restriction would provide a recognizable geographical location for 
visitors and law enforcement, maintain traditional fishing values, reduce conflict among users, and 
improve safety. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
139E Individual 


Comment: Commenter recommends that if the Park Service chooses to enact its preferred alternative 
(alternative B), it should be modified to create more areas of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area that 
are off-limits to personal watercraft use. Specifically, the commenter recommends that National Park 
Service prohibit personal watercraft use in any of the canyons of Lake Powell or tributary rivers where the 
shore-to-shore (or canyon wall-to-canyon wall) distance is less than one-half mile. 


Alternative B should be modified as follows: (1) No-wake zones should apply to all craft, not just 
personal watercraft to improve safety. (2) No-wake zones should apply to all narrow canyons (width to be 
determined). 


Response: Under Utah State law, all boaters must operate at flat-wake speeds or idle speed within 

150 feet of another boat, a person in or floating on the water, a waterskier (except those being towed), a 
shore fisherman, a launching ramp, a dock, or a designated swimming area. Arizona state law requires all 
boaters to operate at flat-wake speeds within 60 feet of another vessel. The modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) addresses signing, buoys, and boater education that will enhance other watercraft 
operators’ observance of safe boating practices. 


In addition, alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated at that time. The purpose of the pilot study and a 
description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1248F National Park Conservation Organization 
Association 
1129B Individuals 


Comment: The National Park Service should develop additional management restrictions with the goal of 
elimination of the use of 2 cycle personal watercraft engines not meeting the 2006 emission standards 
over a ten (10) year time period. 


Response: \f implemented, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement would require that personal watercraft meet the EPA 2006 emission standards by the 


Alternative B (Modified Preferred Alternative) 


end of 2012. Personal watercraft not meeting the standards would no longer be allowed to operate in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area beginning in 2013. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012, most personal watercraft owners would already be in 
compliance with the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact on visitors as a result of the 2012 
ban on carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft use is expected to be small. Personal watercraft 
manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, and new personal 
watercraft purchased later than 2006 would already be compliant. The average operating life of a personal 
watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “General Methodology” section in the 
“Environmental Consequerces™ chapter). As a result, it is expected that the majority of noncompliant 
personal watercraft will no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) take effect in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
641A Individual 


Issue 2: Lake Management Plan Should not be an Element of Alternatives 


A 


Comment: Commenters indicated that they support alternative B, but believe the Lake Management Plan 
should be excluded from the alternative. 


Response: The National Park Service must manage Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to protect the 
recreational opportunities available at the park, as well as the natural resources found in the lake and 
surrounding lands. To accomplish this, a lake management plan will provide the tools necessary to 
analyze activities that take place on the lake and determine if unacceptable impacts are occurring. Even 
though there is rationale and need to consider management of personal watercraft under a separate 
decision-making framework, there remains the need to examine all uses of the lake collectively. As 
identified in the cumulative effects analysis under each impact topic, there are many management issues 
involving the mix of lake uses that will require additional planning. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
209A Multiple Access Conservation Organization 
Coalition 
608D, 608F, 808B, 1133D, 1134D Individuals 


Issue 3: Monitoring Plan as an Element of Alternative B 


A 


Comment: On page 169, it is stated that some hydrocarbons can adsorb onto suspended soil particles and 
settle out. Any monitoring plan should therefore include sediment chemistry monitoring in marinas and 
sediment deposition areas down-current for the constituents most likely to settle, including poly-aromatic 
hydrocarbons. Additionally, to understand whether current sediment conditions and aquatic health of the 
benthic community is altered from the historical baseline, the monitoring plan should include benthic 
population sampling, and bioassay of these sediments. The Final Environmental Impact Statement should 
identify whether there is potential for these sediment deposition areas to be dredged. If so, it may merit 
implementing management practices to reduce or eliminate release of toxic constituents from personal 
watercraft use. 


Response: Text has been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement in the “Alternatives” section 
to describe the monitoring plan that was added to alternative B (the modified preferred alternative). A 
report is presently being completed for a study that was done to determine the chemical content of 
sediment at the main inflow area of the Colorado River. Funding is currently being sought for another 
study to do the same evaluation in the San Juan and Escalante inflow/sediment deposition areas. These 
studies will identify the hydrocarbon content of these sediments. In addition, another study is currently 
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being conducted that examines the dynamics of sediment re-suspension and reworking in the Colorado 
River inflow. The monitoring plan that will be developed for the lake will include polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH), as well as other gasoline constituents that may become re-suspended when there is 
down-cutting of the sediment deposits as a result of lowering lake level. The monitoring program that will 
be developed will also consider the most likely places for contamination, such as marina areas and areas 
downstream from major sediment depositional zones, if appropriate. The data from a study examining 
visitor effects (including hydrocarbon contamination) in three canyons will be used to develop water 
quality baselines for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. A lake-wide monitoring plan will then be 
developed using the data gathered and the methods tested in these three studies (sediment, three canyons, 
and synoptic). Plan development will be guided by the Technical Advisory Committee that was formed in 
1996 by the National Park Service, the Departments of Environmental Quality Water Divisions of Utah 
and Arizona, and other interested organizations and agencies (including the Environmental Protection 
Agency) to protect Lake Powell water quality. The Technical Advisory Committee provides an excellent 
vehicle for establishing standards and protocols for Lake Powell that are acceptable to the states and that 
conform with the states’ regulations developed under authority of the Clean Water Act. Benthic 
population sampling and bioassay may be included in the monitoring plan as determined to be appropriate 
by the Technical Advisory Committee. Dredging to remove sediment is not contemplated by the National 
Park Service. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13931, 1393J Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 4: Encourage Coordination with Two States to Develop Uniform Laws 


A 


Comment: The National Marine Manufacturers Association encourages the National Park Service to work 


with the states of Arizona and Utah to develop unified law for the operation of all motorized vessels in the 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area should it feel uniformity of the state boating laws is necessary to 
reduce visitor conflict. 


Response: As an element of alternative B (the modified preferred alternative), the National Park Service 
would work cooperatively with the states of Arizona and Utah in an attempt to develop unified laws for 
personal watercraft operations within the boundaries of the recreation area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1176E National Marine Manufacturers Organization 
Association 
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Alternative C (No Action) 


Issue 1: Phase Out Two-Stroke Personal Watercraft Engines and Eventually Replace with Four-Stroke 
Technology 


A 


Comment: | support continued use of personal watercraft on Lake Powell with the long-term goal of 
eventually replacing two-stroke machines as they end their normal working life with four-stroke 
replacements and encourage those engaged in business of providing rental units to upgrade to these 
superior machines as soon as practicable. | oppose any outright ban on personal watercraft use, now, or in 
the future. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement would require that personal watercraft meet the EPA 2006 emission standards by the end of 
2012. Personal watercraft not meeting the standards would no longer be allowed to operate in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area beginning in 2013. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012, most personal watercraft owners would already be in 
compliance with the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact on visitors as a result of the 2012 
ban on carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft use is expected to be small. Personal watercraft 
manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, and new personal 
watercraft purchased later than 2006 would already be compliant. The average operating life of a personal 
watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “General Methodology” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter). As a result, it is expected that the majority of noncompliant 
personal watercraft would no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) take effect in 2012. The concessioner for the recreation area 
has already instituted a technology replacement program that replaces carbureted two-stroke engines, 
including personal watercraft, to engines compliant with the EPA 2006 marine engine emission standards. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
312B, 1120C, 1119A Individual 
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Alternatives Eliminated 
Issue 1: Insufficient Justification for Eliminating Alternatives 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that limiting personal watercraft use to the 
main channel of Lake Powell reservoir would be, *...inconsistent to the objectives of the recreation area 
as defined in its enabling legislation. The objectives of the recreation area are to manage the area so that it 
provides maximum recreational enjoyment to the American public and its guests...” Limiting personal 
watercraft use to the main channel in no way compromises a visitor's recreational enjoyment. So long as 
the Park Service provides for this opportunity at a reasonable number of locations, there would be no 
conflict with the spirit of the enabling legislation. 


Response: Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 
study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1174C Living Rivers Organization 
1180E Individuals 
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Elements Common to All Alternatives 
Issue 1: Lake Management Plan Should be a Component of all Alternatives 


A 


Comment: Given that Glen Canyon national recreation area has already determined there is a “need for a 
comprehensive Lake Management Plan to more thoroughly explore all water-based recreation” (Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement p. 12), it is not clear why the Lake Management Plan is included only 
under alternatives B and C. EPA suggests that the National Park Service commit to doing the Lake 
Management Plan, and include in the Final Environmental Impact Statement a more detailed description 
of how this rule-making differs from the plan and what the plan will cover. 


Response: The development of a lake management plan is now a component of all the alternatives 
analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 


management has submitted a funding request to develop a lake management plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393Y, 1393S Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
1174F Living Rivers Organization 


139R Individual 
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Environmentally Preferred Alternative/NEPA Sections 101 and 102 
Issue i: Alternative B Should Not Be Environmentally Preferred Alternative 


A 


Comment. The National Park Service has designated alternative B as the environmentally-preferred 
alternative. EPA believes that an alternative that allows only the cleaner personal watercraft engines 
and/or limits personal watercraft in areas where the soundscapes, wildlife or wilderness qualities in the 
Natural Zone are impacted, would be environmentally preferred over alternative B in that it balances the 
recreational use objectives of personal watercraft with the NPS’s policies requiring environmental 
protection. We suggest again further analysis of this in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Response: Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) is considered the environmentally preferred 
alternative because it best meets the six criteria identified in section 101 of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) provides the best balance between the 
population and resource use without degradation or risk to health or safety. Under this alternative, the 
phasing out of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines by 2012 would provide enhanced 
protection of the recreation area’s natural resources while continuing access of personal watercraft 
operators to the recreation area. The personal watercraft use restrictions identified for the rivers under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) were identified as areas of known or higher potential for 
conflict between motorized and nonmotorized users. The development of a lake management plan, 
supported by information obtained in a three-year pilot study, would allow the National Park Service to 
further mitigate specific areas in the future where impacts from personal watercraft and other motorized 
vessels are not consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area goals. Enhanced educational 
programs that would be developed with implementation of the modified preferred alternative (alternative 
B) would provide a benefit to all lake users by increasing awareness of regulations pertaining to personal 
watercraft use and safety. The programs would reduce safety risks and visitor conflicts. Compared to the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B), the elimination of personal watercraft use in the recreation 
area, under alternative C, would not maintain a variety of recreational choices or achieve as great a 
balance between visitor use and resource use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393T Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
1174E Living Rivers Organization 
1168B American Canoe Association Organization 


192A, 905K, 905), 1180R, 1180D Individual 


New Alternatives or Elements 
Issue 1: Additional Strategies for Personal Watercraft Management 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately address strategies for the 
management of personal watercraft at Glen Car.yon National Recreation Area. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement \eaves much of the strategy and management to a future Lake Management Plan which 
may or may not be developed depending on the alternative selected. We recommend that the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement analyze reducing noise impacts from personal watercraft in the Natural 
Zone, or allowing four-stroke engines only to avoid future environmental damage. A commitment to do a 
Lake Management Plan should be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, no matter 
which alternative is selected. 


Response: The development of a lake management plan is now a component of all the alternatives 
analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
management has submitted a funding request to develop a lake management plan. Soundscape 
management will be addressed as a component within the lake management plan so that sound monitoring 
will be conducted within the recreation area. The “Alternatives” chapter in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement has been modified to describe the soundscape management study. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245L Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 2: Additional Personal Watercraft Restrictions 


A 


Comment: Commenters suggest additional alternatives to restrict personal watercraft to specific areas 
such as: Wahweap Bay, Warm Creek Bay, the areas near Hall's Crossing and Bullfrog Bay, and the 
Colorado River from Warm Creek to the Dam (excepting Navajo and Antelope Canyon). At a minimum, 
restrict their usage to the less remote areas of the lake, e.g. the main channel and certain large bays. 


Response: Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 
study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
3B, 87B, 1246B, 386A, 315A, 79B, Individual 
84B 


Comment: The areas proposed for personal watercraft restrictions under alternatives A and B are low 
personal watercraft use areas on Lake Powell. These proposals provide no benefit to the visitor experience 
in more than 190 other side canyons that are to remain accessible to personal watercrafts. Similar 
problems with noise and competing uses, which are the primary justification for the presentation of 
alternative A and B, also occur in Navajo, Antelope, Moqui, Lake, and manhoter canvons. These areas 
must be given equal consideration in the analysis. 


Response: The alternatives were developed based upon the best information available. The area 
restrictions under alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) on personal watercraft use were 
identified because of the levels of nonmotorized and passive uses that pose present or potential conflicts. 
Alternative B currently provides for a three-year pilot study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use 
areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other locations of the recreation area would be 
evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study and a description of how it would be 
implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
12450, 1245P Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 
1266A Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter Organization 
1174B Living Rivers Organization 
1194A, 1194B, 1194D, 3A, 3F, Individual 


787A, 114B, 193B, 300A, 303A, 
767A, 843B, 1088A, 1244B, 1204D. 
1S13D, 377C, 1177A, 68B, 121D, 
15S6D, 473A 


Comment. One commenter requested restricting personal watercraft access to Rainbow Bridge. 


: Rainbow Bridge National Monument is a separate unit of the National Park Service. The scope 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement is on management of personal watercraft within Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area. Personal watercraft use at Rainbow Bridge National Monument is 
currently prohibited under the National Park Service amended regulation that was implemented in March 
2000 (36 CFR 3.24 (a), 2000). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1183A Individual 


Issue 3: Ban Two-Stroke Engines and Allow only Four-Stroke or Direct-injection Engines 


A 


Comment: Personally, our preference would be to see the ban on all jet skis throughout the entire body of 
water. Recognizing however, that this is not a wilderness designated area, we would much prefer that the 
manufacturing industry, its distributors, and the ultimate user be required to move entirely to the 
purportedly quieter and cleaner four-stroke, direct-injection engines. 


Response: \f implemented, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement would requ‘re that personal watercraft meet the EPA 2006 emission standards by the 
end of 2012. Personal watercraft not meeting the standards would no longer be allowed to operate in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area beginning in 2013. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012, most personal watercraft owners would already be in 
compliance with the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact on visitors as a result of the 2012 
ban on carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft use is expected to be small. Personal watercraft 
manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, and new personal 
watercraft purchased later than 2006 would already be compliant. The average operating life of a personal 
watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “General Methodology” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter). As a result, it is expected that the majority of noncompliant 
personal watercraft would no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) take effect at the end of 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245Q Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 
LISA, 81A, 167B, 148A, 533B, Individuals 


837B, 369B, 44C, 494B, 139D. 
1245Q, 641A, 168A, 1210B 
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New Alternatives or Elements 


Issue 4: Make Canyons Flat-Wake Zones 


A 


Comment. Commenters suggested restricting speed in narrow canyons or making major canyons 
flat-wake zones to reduce visitor conflicts. 


Response: Under Utah State law, all boaters must operate at flat-wake speeds or idle speed within 

150 feet of another boat, a person in or floating on the water, a waterskier (except those being towed), a 
shore fisherman, a launching ramp, a dock, or a designated swimming area. Arizona State law requires all 
boaters to operate at flat-wake speeds within 60 feet of another vessel. The modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) addresses signing, buoys, and boater education that will enhance other watercraft 
operators’ observance of safe boating practices. 


In addition, alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 
study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
827C, 674B Individuals 


Issue 5: New Alternative Incorporating Education. Enforcement, and Stricter Regulations 


A 


Comment: Several comments received indicated that a new alternative should incorporate increased 
education, strict enforcement, and testing and licensing of personal watercraft operators. 


Response: The states of Arizona and Utah mandate the current operational age of personal watercraft 
users. The licensing of boat or personal watercraft operators rests with the state governments and is not 
the mandate wf the federal government. Currently, the state of Utah provides an extensive and nationally 
recognized mandatory education program for personal watercraft users. The National Park Service will 
continue to support this existing program. In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
would provide enhanced educational materials and programs highlighting personal watercraft issues to 
distribute to the public and seek funding to increase visitor protection staff. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
68C, 130D, 138B, 155B, 200B, Individuals 
444A, 909A, 7D, 1S8A, 1196D 


Issue 6: Consider Wilderness in the Analysis of Personal Watercraft Management 


A 


Comment: Half of the recreation area shoreline which is managed as wilderness should be given special 
consideration in the Environmental Impact Statement. This should include restrictions of personal 
watercraft where they are likely to impair the wilderness experience of Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area visitors. Alternatives A and B are both likely to adversely impact the qualities of solitude and a 
natural ambience for these wilderness areas. The National Park Service must seek an alternative which 
recognizes the importance of wilderness lands and manages those lands appropriately. 


Response: The Natural Zone portion of the Lake Powell shoreline when the lake is full (3,700 feet in 
elevation) equals 712 miles. Sound from personal watercraft use on the lake would impact wilderness 
values of solitude and natural quiet, as it would carry beyond the shoreline itself and be heard at some 
distance within the Natural Zone. The sound could be heard up to a maximum of 2 miles from the source 
over a flat surface, but the topography surrounding Lake Powell is not flat. Assuming that a natural barrier 
to the sound would exist where there is an elevation change of 50 feet (approximate height of a five-story 
building) approximately 16,000 acres would be affected (between 3,700 and 3,750 feet in elevation). This 
equals 2.3% of the Natural Zone (668,670 acres). Time of day and season of use would also reduce actual 
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ALTERNATIVES 


impacts on visitors in the Natural Zone, because the sound would not be continuous, would be 
encountered only during daylight hours, and would be minimal between October and May. 


Although noise does intrude on desired wilderness and Natural Zone soundscape values, the inescapable 
juxtaposition of the Natural Zone and the Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone make it impossible to 
avoid all adverse impacts on the Natural Zone/wilderness soundscape. As shown above, only 2.3% of the 
Natural Zone’s area would be affected, and those soundscape effects would be offset even further by 
diurnal/nocturnal and seasonal reductions in watercraft noise. 


There is a potential conflict in the management objectives between the Recreation and Resource 
Utilization Zone and the Natural Zone that is extremely difficult to avoid because the zones are adjacent 
to each other. However, the percentage of the Natural Zone that is adversely affected by personal 
watercraft noise, as shown in the preceding paragraph, is small. The noise generated by watercraft in the 
Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone, including personal watercraft, is consistent with Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation “. . . to provide for public outdoor recreation use and 
enjoyment of Lake Powell and the lands adjacent thereto.” See the “Soundscape” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter for a description of the methodology used to assess impacts on 
soundscape in the Natural Zone. 


The preparation of a lake management plan, is now included under all alternatives in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, would provide an opportunity for the National Park Service to further 
evaluate impacts of all lake users on all resources, including soundscape. Alternative B (the modified 
preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-, car pilot study to further evaluate personal watercraft 
use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other locations of the recreation area would 
be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study and a description of how it would be 
implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245N, 1245] Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 7: Reconsider Personal Watercraft use Restriction on the Rivers 


4 Comment: Both upstream and downstream travel can be allowed on certain times of the year. With 
appropriate guidelines, the rivers are an extremely safe and enjoyable path for personal watercraft users. 
Please reconsider the river restrictions as well. 


Response: Alternative A, which allows for the continuation of current conditions, restricts personal 
watercraft travel upstream in the San Juan, Escalante, Colorado, and Dirty Devil Rivers at locations 
similar to those under alternative B (the modified preferred alternative). See table 4 for specific 
restrictions. The management actions under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), for the San 
Juan, Escalante, Colorado, and Dirty Devil Rivers, would additionally restrict travel downstream on the 
same stretches of river as alternative A. Access would also be restricted in both directions on 10 
additional miles of the Dirty Devil River and 23 miles on the Colorado River. Based on the best available 
information, the National Park Service would implement these restrictions on the rivers to reduce visitor 
conflicts with river rafters, fishermen, and backcountry hikers; promote visitor enjoyment; and ensure 
visitor safety. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
854C Individual 
Issue 8: Permit Personal Watercraft that Meet a “Quiet Standard” 


4 Comment: . Perhaps allowing “quiet standard” personal watercraft to operate in areas that may presently 
be restricted in the proposed plan because of noise considerations, would be an option. 
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New Alternatives or Elements 


Response: Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 
study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
383E Individual 


Issue 9: Inadequate Range of Alternatives 


A 


Comment: Selection of alternative B provides no significant benefit, except to areas at the extreme ends of 
the tributaries where there is no significant visitation, (and now no access). Additional alternatives are 
available that allow personal watercraft’s access to enjoy Lake Powell without destroying the experience 
of other users. 


Response: The NPS Director's Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environment Impact Analysis and 
Decision-Making (NPS 2001b) states that a full range of alternatives must be examined, and that “. . . the 
alternatives carried forward for analysis must meet project objectives to a large degree, although not 
necessarily completely.” The National Park Service believes the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements contain a reasonable range of alternatives under this definition. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
3F Individual 


Comment: The American Canoe Association does not believe that the Draft Environmental Impact 


Statement provides an adequate range of alternatives. An alternative that specifically limits personal 
watercraft use to the large, wide open portions of Lake Powell and prohibits personal watercraft use from 
a greater portion of the lake’s narrow coves and canyons is needed. Also, none of the alternatives offer a 
shoreline buffer adequate to protect other waterway users and wildlife from the safety hazards and 
disruption associated with personal watercraft use. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement simply 
fails to represent a full spectrum of reasonable options. 


Response: The NPS Director's Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environment Impact Analysis and 
Decision-Making (NPS 2001b) states that a full range of alternatives must be examined, and that “. . . the 
alternatives carried forward for analysis must meet project objectives to a large degree, although not 
necessarily completely.” The National Park Service believes the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements contain a reasonable range of alternatives under this definition. 


In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for a three-year pilot study to 
further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other 
locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study 
and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1168A American Canoe Association Organization 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


General Comments 


Issue 1: Request to Add Letters to Administrative Record 


A 


Comment: Why did the plan not recognize the thousands of public comments received on the NPS 
personal watercraft rulemaking opposing continued use of these vessels in units of the National Park 
Service. We request that the 30,000 Citizen letters be added to the administrative record as supporting a 
personal watercraft ban at the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. In addition, we ask that the 
National Park Service please include all of Bluewater Network’s previous letters and correspondences 
sent to Glen Canyon concerning personal watercraft activity in the administrative record for the general 
evaluation of personal watercraft use. 


Response: The “Methodology and Purpose” section at the beginning of this volume 2 provides a detailed 
explanation of how public comments were received, reviewed, and ultimately responded to in this 
document. The criteria for determination of substantive comments is found in CEQ regulations (1503.4 
CFR) and amplified in Director's Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and 
Decision Making (section 4.6 (B)). Public comments, as well as other factors, were used by Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area to modify the “preferred alternative” (alternative B) that was analyzed in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A description of the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
is found in the “Alternatives” chapter. 


The National Park Service acknowledges the 30,000 citizen comments submitted on the NPS personal 
watercraft rulemaking. The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements contain analyses for the 
continuation of and banning of personal watercraft use at the recreation area through the various impact 
topics. The controversy regarding personal watercraft use in park units is summarized in the “Personal 
Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” section in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002M, 1002N Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 2: Jet Ski and Boat Users Should Have Been Notified about Proposed Personal Watercraft 
Management at Glen Canyon 


A 


Comment: Why were registered jet skiers not notified of the plan to manage personal watercraft at Glen 


Canyon National Recreation Area? The government has access to the owners of jet skis and boats because 
of registration requirements. Outreach for public comment should have extended beyond the local area. 


Response: \n accordance with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Park 
Service provided notices to the public on numerous occasions and opportunities for the public to comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact 
statement was published in the Federal Register in August 2001. Public scoping workshops were held in 
August of 2001 in Salt Lake City, UT; Phoenix, AZ; and Page, AZ. In September 2002 the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was made available to the public and a notice of availability was 
published in the Federal Register. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was sent to interested 
parties that were on the mailing list compiled from attendees at meetings and from written comments 
received at the recreation area. In addition the document was available on the recreation area website, and 
hard copies of the document were available on request. Public meetings were held in October 2002 to 
provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
National Park Service has been diligent in keeping the public involved in the planning process through 
public meetings and news releases, and by posting information on the internet. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1133F, 1134F, 608A Individuals 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 


Impacts from Visitor Access and Other Watercraft 


Issue 1: Access to Areas of Cultural Significance Should be Restricted 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement notes that the recreation area’s geographic features 
and natural landscape are considered sacred to Native Americans. The National Park Service identifies a 
potential concern that the ability of personal watercraft operators to access remote areas of Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area unit could intrude on traditional tribal activities and make certain cultural sites 
vulnerable to trampling, looting, and vandalism. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not document any instances where these problems have 
occurred. Nor is there any reason to believe that personal watercraft users are more likely to pose these 
concerns than canoeists, kayakers, hikers, or others who might access these same areas. Even so, 
alternative B proposes to prohibit personal watercraft use in several areas to protect against potential 
adverse impacts on these resources. 


Response: Navajo practitioners conduct traditional activities as individuals, and generally do not share 
this information with others. Almost universally, American Indians are extremely reticent to share 
sensitive information about personal religious activities with the public. Out of respect for these 
traditional beliefs, and in keeping with various laws and mandates, the National Park Service does not 
include descriptions of specific traditional activities or their locations in a public document. For these 
reasons, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area does not have documentation of specific instances where 
personal watercraft users have intruded on traditional activities by tribal practitioners. However, the 
National Park Service is aware of the potential for conflicts with visitor use along the shorelines, 
particularly in more isolated areas. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344V Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Comment: The restrictions on personal watercraft use proposed under alternative B should help to protect 
cultural resources and activities from intrusion. There is no legitimate reason, however, for National Park 
Service to impose these restrictions on personal watercraft users only. 


Response: The plan was rot designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental 
damage to park resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was 
consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and 
objectives. The overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement with Bluewater Network 
(see the “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter). An analysis was done on the 
management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between 
Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the National Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage 
personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon, or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344V Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 
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GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS USED FOR ANALYSIS 


Personal Watercraft Use Trends and Assumptions 
Issue 1: Unsubstantiated Personal Watercraft Use Assumption 


A 


Comment: Throughout the Draft Environmental Impact Statement there are references to alternative C 
which state “by the end of the ten-year analysis period, most former personal watercraft users would have 
returned to the recreational area with other motorized watercraft.” This unsubstantiated conclusion is used 
to support the supposition that implementing alternative C would not significantly affect air quality, water 
quality, noise, visitor experience, etc. over the medium to long term. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement contains no data or analysis to back-up this prediction. Permanently banning personal 

watercraft use does not necessarily mean that powerboat and houseboat groups which use personal 
watercraft will use an additional vessel, merely that they will have one less recreational activity associated 
with their time on Lake Powell reservoir. While many of these users will continue to take part in 
motorized reservoir activities, there is no data or analysis presented for why these groups will necessarily 
incorporate additional watercraft to replace personal watercraft. Nor is there any evidence to suggest that 
there would be a one-to-one relationship over time to the replacement of personal watercraft lost with 
other vessels. Lastly, there is also no evidence to support that the small percentage of groups that only use 
personal watercraft will use the reservoir at all, given that their preferred activity is permanently banned. 
A much more likely scenario is that any change in motorized use on the reservoir will occur at a pace 
consistent with current trends, regardless of personal watercraft use. 


Response: The text was modified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement to show the results of the 
analysis of use trends within units of the national park system compared to use trends within Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. For all alternatives, the Final Environmental Impact Statement uses a visitor 
use forecast of —2% and +2% average annual change to 2012. The rationale for expected use trends that 
would follow a ban on personal watercraft has been revised in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
under the “Visitor Use and Experience” section, in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. The 
analysis in the Final Environmental Impact Statement carries forward the assumption from the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that, following a ban on personal watercraft the total number of 
watercraft operating hours on the lake would be decreased in the short-term. This is substantiated by 
public comments received from personal watercraft users stating that they would not choose to visit the 
recreation area if personal watercraft were banned. Based on national park system use trends, it is 
assumed however that total watercraft operating hours under alternative C would recover by 2012 to use 
levels similar to the range predicted under alternatives A and B. This would be due to either natural 
growth in visitation (assuming a 2% annual increase in use) or increased visitation by individuals who 
previously avoided the recreation area because of personal watercraft and who would then choose to visit 
if personal watercraft were absent. This assumption is substantiated by public response by non-personal 
watercraft users who commented during the public review period that they would visit the recreation area 
if personal watercraft were banned. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1174A Living Rivers Organization 


Comment: Only alternative C prohibits water pollution with fuel discharged into the reservoir from the 


two stroke engines currently used in manufacturing personal watercraft. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement notes other laws require the fleet of watercraft manufactured after 2006 should include at least 
75% of watercraft meet low emission standards. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that 
12% of personal watercraft used on the reservoir already complied with low emission standards. The 
projection of rapidly progressing towards cleaner personal watercraft in the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area seems hopelessly optimistic. The manufacturing of lower emission personal watercrafts 
does not necessarily equate with higher usage of low emission personal watercrafts in any particular 
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location. In fact locations which do not tightly restrict the use of two stroke engines may be burdened with 
an over representation of the polluting personal watercrafts. 


Response: \f implemented, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement would require that personal watercraft meet the EPA 2006 emission standards by the 
end of 2012. Personal watercraft not meeting the standards would no longer be allowed to operate in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area beginning in 2013. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012, most personal watercraft owners would already be in 
compliance with the 2006 EPA marine engine standards. The impact on visitors as a result of the 2012 
ban on carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft use is expected to be small. Personal watercraft 
manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, and new personal 
watercraft purchased later than 2006 would already be compliant. The average operating life of a personal 
watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “General Methodology” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter). As a result, it is expected that the majority of noncompliant 
personal watercraft would no longer be in operation when the engine restrictions proposed under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) take effect in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245M Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 
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OTHER NEPA ISSUES 


General Comments 


Issue 1: The National Park Service Is Headed for a Predetermined Outcome 


A 


Comment. Commenters are concerned that the NPS’ review of personal watercraft and their impact upon 
Glen Canyon resources is directed toward a predetermined outcome. In particular, they believe the 
National Park Service has already rejected alternative C, the no-action alternative, and regardless of the 
environmental impact discovered during the environmental impact statement process, personal watercraft 
will be authorized at Glen Canyon. Materials released to the public, as well as NPS statements to the press 
have led to this conclusion. 


Response: The CEQ regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, define the “preferred alternative” as the agency’s preferred course of action at the time a draft 
environmental impact statement is released for public review (1502.14(e), 40 Questions, 4(a)). The 
National Environmental Policy Act is designed as a planning process that is used for public disclosure of 
the range of reasonable alternatives, the consequences of those alternatives, and the agency’s proposed 
course of action at the time the draft environmental impact statement is released. The NEPA process also 
provides opportunities for public comment on the proposed alternatives and analysis. The Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements contain a full disclosure of impacts associated with discontinued use of 
personal watercraft at the recreation area. Disclosing the proposed preferred alternative in the draft 
environmental impact statement, or in the course of public scoping, does not mean the agency would 
necessarily implement that alternative. Rather, it merely gives the public an opportunity to comment on 
the preferred alternative (along with other alternatives proposed), to suggest other alternatives and 
mitigation measures, and to present information or data to help the agency in its subsequent decision 
making. This Final Environmental Impact Statement contains a “modified preferred alternative” 
(alternative B) that reflects changes and edits in response to public input, among other factors, received 
during the public comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The final decision on the 
alternative that will be implemented will be contained in the Record of Decision that will be available no 
sooner than 30 days after the Environmental Protection Agency publishes the Notice of Availability of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002R Bluewater Network Organization 
3E Individual 


Issue 2: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Fails to Complete the Requirements of National 
Environmental Policy Act for Completing an Environmental Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: The current Drafi Environmental Impact Statement fails to meet the requirements of NEPA in 


several ways. In preparing an environmental impact statement the National Park Service must “provide 

full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the 

public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the 

quality of the human environment” 40 CFR Sec 1502.1 (emphasis added). The Draft Environmental 

~~ ‘sact Statement fails to meet the standards required by NEPA for completing an environmental impact 
-vement and for this reason the Draft Environmental Impact Statement should be withdrawn and a new 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement with a reasonable set of alternatives should be proposed. 
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Response: The NPS Director's Order 12 states that a full range of alternatives must be examined and that 
“the alternatives carried forward for analysis must meet project objectives to a large degree, although not 
necessarily completely.” The National Park Service believes the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements contain a reasonable range of alternatives under this definition. Objectives were developed, in 
part, from the recreation area’s enabling legislation. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245S Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 3: Inclusion of Mitigation Measures with Alternatives per NEPA and CEQ Requirements 


A 


Comment: This Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not include examples of best management 
practices to avoid or reduce pollution to the recreation area. We encourage you to use all available 
practices to meet the intent of guidance issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
integrating pollution prevention opportunities in NEPA planning, documents and decisions (Pollution 
Prevention and the National Environmental Policy Act, CEQ, January 1993). Pertinent provisions of 
executive orders should be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the future Lake 
Management Plan referenced in this rule-making. 


Response: Each impact topic contains a summary of the applicable laws and regulations that were applied 
in the analysis of the effects of personal watercraft on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area resources 
and values. 


The NPS Hazardous Waste Management and Pollution Prevention Team have developed a Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (NPS 1998c) that provides recommendations and 
requirements to prevent environmental damage resulting from the spills of oil. These plans are required by 
the Environmental Protection Agency as stated in 40 CFR, Part 112. All marina operators and National 
Park Service must comply with these requirements and Best Management Practices. The National Park 
Service manages the water of Lake Powell in accordance with the water quality standards of Arizona and 
Utah. Water quality in Lake Powell is regulated by the Arizona and Utah Departments of Environmental 
Quality under water quality standards and regulations that are promulgated in the Arizona Administrative 
Code (R18-11-107) and Utah Administrative Code (R317-2), respectively. Consistent with federal 
regulations, Arizona and Utah have established numerical and narrative standards that protect existing and 
designated uses of state waters and implement the antidegradation requirements. Compliance with the 
numerical standards for water quality is determined at control points that are specified in the regulations. 


In the case of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, three alternatives for personal 
watercraft management were analyzed. The alternatives also consider means to mitigate the effects of 
personal watercraft on park resources and values, including limiting use in areas where management 
objectives strive to create a visitor experience without intrusion of these vessels or where important park 
resources must be protected. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement includes mitigation measures to protect other park users from potential conflicts with 
personal watercraft (refer to the modified preferred alternative section in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter, as well as other measures to protect species of special concern and water and air 
resources). Phasing out of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft at the end of 2012 under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) would further mitigate impacts of these vessels on recreation 
area resources. The National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative, if implemented, 
including the provision for continued personal watercraft use, would not result in an impairment of park 
resources and values for which the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area was established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393AA Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
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Current Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework 
Issue 1: Compliance with Bluewater Network Court Settlement 


A 


Comment: The draft environmental impact statement does not comply with the court settiement 
agreement between the National Park Service and Bluewater Network regarding the analysis of effect 
personal watercraft have on recreation area resources. It appears that in several instances in the draft 
environmental impact statement, the National Park Service has overlooked relevant information, reached 
baseless conclusions, submitted contradictory information, and not conducted current site-specific studies 
of personal watercraft impacts, thereby violating this agreement. 


Response: A summary of the NPS rulemaking process and associated personal watercraft litigation is 
contained under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” 
chapter. The National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the 
impacts of personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that 
could be affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available 
data, as required by the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional 
judgment prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where 
personal watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002S Bluewater Network Organization 
1168H American Canoe Association Organization 


Issue 2: Prescribing Personal Watercraft Use under the Superintendent's Compendium Was Appropriate 


A 


Comment: We disagree with certain special interest groups’ assertion that the NPS’ personal watercraft 
Final Rule was “arbitrary and capricious.” We believe the enabling legislation of Glen Canyon 
specifically supports the use of all forms of watercraft and that the National Park Service was well within 
its realm of authority in prescribing personal watercraft use within the context of the Superintendent's 


Compendium. 


Response: The settlement agreement and the final personal watercraft rule did not supercede or overturn 
Glen Canyon’s enabling legislation. Both the personal watercraft settlement agreement (described in 
“Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter) and 
the authorizing legislation for Glen Canyon were considered when developing alternatives for this 
environmental impact statement. 


The “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter states that the overall 
objective for the plan is to evaluate a range of alternatives and strategies to manage personal watercraft 
with the goal of ensuring protection of recreation area resources and values. This objective was derived 
from the enabling legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. As further stated in this section, 
an analysis on the management of personal watercraft is provided under each alternative to meet the terms 
of the settlement agreement between the Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. As a result, 
the alternatives presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements protect resources and 
values while providing recreational opportunities at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. As required 
by the settlement agreement and NPS Management Policies, the impacts associated with personal 
watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each alternative (refer to the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment to park resources. The National Park 
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Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), including the provision for personal 
watercraft use, would not result in impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area was established. Thus, by ensuring resources are protected for future 
generations, the National Park Service is representing the interests of the general public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1178B ARAMARK Business 
830E Individual 
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NPS Interpretation of Impairment Policies & Mandates 
Issue 1: Compliance with NPS Director's Orders 


A 


Comment: The National Parks Omnibus Management Act requires the National Park Service to base its 
resource management decisions upon scientific and technical information. Moreover, Director's Order 12 
(DO 12) says that if such information cannot be obtained, the National Park Service will modify a 
proposed action “to eliminate the action causing the unknown or uncertain impact or other alternatives 
will be selected.” DO 12 also states that when it is not possible to eliminate an activity with unknown or 
uncertain potential impacts, the National Park Service will provide background on the completeness of 
such information, the relevance of missing information, a summary of adverse impacts, and an evaluation 
of those impacts. 


It appears that the National Park Service at Glen Canyon has concluded that much information regarding 
personal watercraft use is too expensive and/or impossible to collect. The National Park Service 
determination at Glen Canyon that personal watercraft cannot be eliminated from the preferred alternative 
runs counter to the actions at dozens of parks across the country that have prohibited these machines. 
Bluewater Network believes that a proper reading of the stipulations in DO 12 requires the National Park 
Service to choose an alternative which eliminates personal watercraft operation. 


Response: A summary of the NPS rulemaking process and associated personal watercraft litigation is 
contained under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” 
chapter. The National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the 
impacts of personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that 
could be affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available 
data, as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional 
judgment prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where 
personal watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. 


Regarding compliance with Director's Order 12, the order states that a full range of alternatives must be 
examined and that “the alternatives carried forward for analysis must meet project objectives to a large 
degree, although not necessarily completely.” The National Park Service believes the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements contain a reasonable range of alternatives under this definition. 


In the case of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, three alternatives were analyzed 
under various personal watercraft scenarios. The alternatives also consider means to mitigate the effects of 
personal watercraft on park resources and values, including limiting use in areas where management 
objectives strive to create a visitor experience without intrusion of these vessels or where important park 
resources must be protected. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement includes mitigation measures to protect other park users from potential conflicts with 
personal watercraft (refer to the discussion for the modified preferred alternative [alternative B] in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter, as well as other measures to protect species of special concern 
and water and air resources). 


The National Park Service finds that implementation of the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (including the provision for continued personal 
watercraft use) would not result in an impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area was established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002Q Bluewater Network Organization 
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Issue 2: Continued Personal Watercraft Use is in Violation of Federal Laws and Policies 


A 


Comment: Several comments were received citing the Organic and Redwood Acts and the mission of the 
National Park Service to leave the resources and wildlife “unimpaired for future generations.” A number 
of letters were received stating federal law clearly prohibits activities that impair or derogate the 
recreation area resources. 


Response: The “Summary of Laws and Policies” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter 
summarizes the three overarching laws that guide the National Park Service in making decisions 
concerning protection of park resources. These laws, as well as others, are also reflected in the NPS 
Management Policies. An explanation of how the Park Service applied these laws and policies to analyze 
the effects of personal watercraft on Lake Powell resources and values can be found under “Impairment 
Analysis™ in the “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. An impairment to 
a particular park resource or park value must rise to the magnitude of a major impact, as defined by its 
context, duration, and intensity and must also affect the ability of the National Park Service to meet its 
mandates as established by congress in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation. For 
each resource topic, the Final Environmental Impact Statement establish thresholds or indicators of 
magnitude of impact. An impact approaching a “major” level of intensity is one indication that 
impairment could result. For each impact topic, when the intensity approached “major,” the 
interdisciplinary planning team would consider mitigation measures to reduce the potential for “major™ 
impacts, thus reducing the potential for impairment. In response to growing concern regarding potential 
impacts of personal watercraft use, the National Park Service began an extensive review and regulation 
process. While comments were received opposing continued use of personal watercraft within units of the 
Park Service, other comments supported its use, under certain conditions designed to protect park 
resources and values. Recognizing that some units needed to complete more local plasining and analyses 
of impacts, the final servicewide personal watercraft regulation allowed for local decision making on a 


park-by-park basis. 


Both the servicewide regulation and subsequent court settlement between the Bluewater Network and 
National Park Service acknowledged that park units proposing to continue personal watercraft use must 
complete an analysis of impacts, including a thorough analysis of the enabling legislation, its management 
objectives, and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area resources and values potentially affected by 
continued use. While public comment on continued personal watercraft use is considered, it is done so 
while also taking into account these other factors. 


In the case of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, three alternatives were analyzed 
under various personal watercraft scenarios. The alternatives also consider means to mitigate the effects of 
personal watercraft on park resources and values, including limiting use in areas where management 
objectives strive to create a visitor experience without intrusion of these vessels or where important park 
resources must be protected. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement includes mitigation measures to protect other park users from potential conflicts with 
personal watercraft (refer to the discussion for alternative B in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter, as well as other measures to protect species of special concern and water and air resources). 


The National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) 
would not result in an impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area was established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1174D Living Rivers Organization 
10020 Bluewater Network Organization 
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watercralt or other outboard engines would De potentially toxic to aquatic Organisms or humans. Using the 
estimated threshold volumes, the surface area of the minimum lake pools, and the chemicals identified, it 
is possible to identify unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. There are a limited number 
of EPA criteria for the protection of human health (via ingestion of water and aquatic organisms or 
ingestion of aquatic organisms only). Chronic ecotoxicological and human health benchmarks for 
contaminants were acquired from various sources. The evaluation presents the most restrictive thresholds 
for the pollutants, based on both federal and state water quality standards. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
mitigation measures to further protect park resources. Under the modified preferred alternative, personal 
watercraft engines would be 100% compliant after 2012, which will further reduce 

pollution. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that, if implemented, the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) would not result in an impairment of park 
water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
139C Individual 


Park Legislation/Authority 
Issue 1: Restricting Personal Watercraft Conflicts with Agency's Mandate to Maximize Recreational Use 


| 


Comment. Alternative C, the Nu Action, banning personal watercraft, is in direct contradiction to Public 
Law 92-593, which established Glen Canyon National Recreation Area in 1972, and its general 
management plan NPS 1978a. 


Response: The settlement agreement between Bluewater Network and the National Park Service did not 
supercede or overturn any legislation. Both the personal watercraft settlement agreement (described in 
“Personal Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action™ chapter) and 
the authorizing legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area were considered when developing 
alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. 


The “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter states that the overall 
objective for the plan is to evaluate a range of alternatives and strategies to manage personal watercraft 
use, with the goal of ensuring protection of recreation and resource values. This objective was derived 
from the enabling legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. As further stated in this section, 
a special analysis on the management of personal watercraft was also provided under each alternative to 
meet the terms of the settlement agreement between the Bluewater Network and the National Park 
Service. 


As a result, the alternatives presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements protect 
resources and values while providing recreational opportunities at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
As required by the settlement agreement and NPS Management Policies, the impacts associated with 
personal watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each alternative (refer to the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment to park resources. The 
National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), which allows for 
personal watercraft use, would not result in impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area was established. Thus, by ensuring resources are protected for future 
generations, the National Park Service is representing the interests of the general public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
170D Individual 


Issue 2: Restricting Personal Watercraft Conflicts with Agency's Mandate to Maximize Recreational Use 


A 


Comment: Alternative B would deny operators of personal watercraft access to the important areas of the 
full pool shoreline of Lake Powell. In times of low lake level, much of the 25-mile section of the 
Colorado River channel proposed for closure is flowing water that provides a novel and unparalleled 
experience for personal watercraft users. This conflicts with the agency's mandate to maximize 
recreational use of the recreation area. 


Response: Under low water conditions, such as those that presently exist, it is almost impossible to go 
upstream in a personal watercraft. The channel is meandering, muddy, and unsafe. It is neither appropriate 
nor realistic for personal watercraft use to be allowed under those conditions. 


Public Comment: Co” enter: Affiliation: 
1239M Utah Sha:<. Access Alliance Organization 
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Issue 3: Protection of Resources under the Recreation Area’s Enabling Legislation and General 
Management Plan 


A 


Comment: Glen Canyon’s enabling legislation states that the area was established to “Provide for public 


outdoor recreation use and enjoyment of Lake Powell and lands adjacent thereto in the States of Arizona 
and Utah and to preserve the scenic, scientific, and historic features contributing to public enjoyment of 
the area” (PL 92-593). The natural soundscape, the aquatic environment, and the solitude of many of Lake 
Powell’s canyons are critical components of the scenic, scientific, and historic features that National Park 
Service must protect. 


Response: NPS Management Policies for soundscapes (section 4.9), as stated in Management Policies, 
require superintendents to “identify what levels of human-caused sound can be accepted within the 
management purposes of parks. The sound considered acceptable will vary throughout Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area, being generally greater in developed areas and generally lesser in undeveloped 
areas . . .. The service will take action to prevent or minimize all noise that . . . exceeds levels that have 
been identified as being acceptable to, or appropriate for, visitor uses at the sites being monitored.” 
Management Policies for Visitor Use (section 8.2) indicate that unless mandated by statute, the National 
Park Service will not allow visitors to conduct activities that would unreasonably interfere with the 
atmosphere of peace and tranquility, or the natural soundscape maintained in wilderness and natural, 
historic, or commemorative locations within Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 


As written in its enabling legislation, the management purpose of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
is to provide public recreation, benefit, and use in a manner that will preserve, develop, and enhance, so 
far as practicable, the recreation potential and preserve the scenic, historic, scientific, and important 
features of the area. Various levels of sound are associated with some of those uses, such as boating and 
personal watercraft, and are consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s purpose as defined 
by its enabling legislation. 


To provide a “peaceful and tranquil” experience in some locations, personal watercraft use would be 
prohibited. These prohibitions or restrictions would provide for a peaceful and tranquil visitor experience. 
All alternatives include plans and policies for enforcement of noise regulations. These elements, which 
are contained in this Final Environmental Impact Statement, are consistent with NPS Management 
Policies for soundscapes. As required by the settlement agreement and NPS Management Policies, the 
impacts associated with personal watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each 
alternative (refer to the “Environmental Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment 
to park resources. The National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), 
which allows for personal watercraft use, would not result in impairment of park resources and values for 
which the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area was established. Thus, by ensuring resources are 
protected for future generations, the National Park Service is representing the interests of the general 
public. 


Public Comment: Commenter. Affiliation: 
1248C National Park Conservation Organization 
Association 


Comment: Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s 1979 General Management Plan does state that the 


recreation’s primary management objective is to “[provide] maximal recreational enjoyment to the 
American public and their guests.” NPS laws and policies - and substantial case law - however, make 
clear that managers must not permit any recreational activities that derogate the values embodied in, and 
the purpose defined by, the Organic Act. If the Park Service is to succeed in its mission to preserve parks 
‘unimpaired for future generations,” it must be vigilant - more vigilant than it has been in the past - about 
preventing inappropriate recreation to gain a foothold in park units. The Park Service’s own Management 
Policies tell managers that they “must always seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree 
practicable, adverse impacts on park resources and values (NPS Management Policies at 1.4.3).” Through 
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its original system-wide personal watercraft rulemaking, the National Park Service acknowledged that 
personal watercraft cause resource degradation and disturb other visitors. 


Response: The impact of the elimination of personal watercraft was considered under alternative C. 
Elimination of personal watercraft is not being included under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) because it was determined in the analysis of the modified preferred alternative (alternative 
B) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that personal watercraft use would not result in 
impairment to park resources and is consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s purpose and 
management objectives defined by the enabling legislation for recreation area. What constitutes 
impairment is defined by resource in the “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” 


chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1174E Living Rivers Organization 
1248D National Parks Conservation Organization 

Association 


Comment: Since personal watercraft were not part of the recreational mix at the time of the enabling 
legislation it does not follow that personal watercraft are consistent with the enabling legislation. It is not 
clear that restricting or eliminating personal watercraft is inconsistent with the enabling legislation. 


Response: The settlement agreement did not supercede or overturn Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area’s enabling legislation. Both the personal watercraft settlement agreement (described in “Personal 
Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter) and the 
authorizing legislation for Glen Canyon were considered when developing alternatives for the 
environmental impact statement. 


The “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter states that the overall 
objective for the plan is to evaluate a range of alternatives and strategies for personal watercraft use to 
ensure protection of the recreation and resource values provided at Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area. This objective was derived from the enabling legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area. As further stated in this section, an analysis on the management of personal watercraft is provided 
under each alternative to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between the Bluewater Network and 
the National Park Service. As a result, the alternatives presented in the Draft and Finai Environmental 
Impact Statements protect resources and values while providing recreational opportunities at Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. As required by the settlement agreement and NPS Management Policies, the 
impacts associated with personal watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each 
alternative (refer to the “Environmental Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment 
to park resources. The National Park Service finds that implementation of the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative B), including the provision for personal watercraft use, would not result in 
impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area was 
established. Thus, by ensuring resources are protected for future generations, the National Park Service is 
representing the interests of the general public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245D Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Comment: \|t is quite clear that the entire Lake Powell experience has been designed to further the interests 
of those who manufacture internal combustion engines and those who sell petroleum products. There is no 
evidence that anyone has considered the interests of those such as myself who wish to hike and kayak the 
areas around Powell Reservoir in combustion-free peace. This appears to be in gross violation of the 
mandate given to the National Park Service. The promotion of recreation over other concerns—such as 
habitat and water quality—is obscene. The obscenity is further compounded when those forms of 
recreation which are the least damaging to habitat health and human enjoyment—.e., non-polluting 
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activities such as hiking and kayaking—are consistently ignored in favor of more development to support 
motorized access. 


Response: The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements were not written to be vehicles to lobby 
for more petroleum-based recreation, or as an effort to undermine the enabling legislation. The objectives 
for the plan were derived from the enabling legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, which 
provides for management of the recreation area for public outdoor recreation and enjoyment of Lake 
Powell and adjacent lands and for the preservation of the scenic, historic, scientific, and other important 
features of the area. 


Glen Canyon National Recreation Area is a unit of the national park system and is managed under the 
same laws and policies as all units in the system. The NPS Organic Act of 1916 directs the National Park 
Service to manage units “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations.” Congress reiterated this mandate in the Redwood National Park 
Expansion Act of 1978, by stating that the National Park Service must conduct its actions in a manner that 
will ensure no “derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, 
except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress.” While the enabling 
legislation of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area does provide for the management of public 
recreation, it also provides for the preservation of the scenic, historic, scientific, and other important 
features of the area as discussed in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for Action” 
chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
139B Individual 


Issue 4: Potential Conflicts with General Management Plan 


A 


Comment: “The Draft Environmental Impact Statement failed to identify potential conflicts between 
personal watercraft management alternatives and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s General 
Management Plan objectives relating to the Natural Zone. Clearly, alternative C goes the farthest in 
achieving these objectives. 


It is apparent from the text on page 26 that Glen Canyon National Recreation Area has failed to act in 
accordance with its General Management Plan regarding motorized personal watercraft impacts on the 
Natural Zone. Noise from motorized personal watercraft can be heard distinctly from various points up to 
2 miles (p. 102) from the nearest lake surface. Obviously, personal watercraft management alternatives do 
affect the lands in question, and the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s own general management 
plan, with its directive to manage the Natural Zone as wilderness, should have been identified as having 
potential conflicts with personal watercraft management alternatives. 


Since roughly half of the Lake Powell shoreline is within the Natural Zone, common sense would dictate 
that one or more Draft Environmental Impact Statements, Alternatives should have examined eliminating 
motorized personal watercraft use in some or all of those canyons adjoining the Natural Zone shoreline 
areas while still allowing personal watercraft in the large areas of Lake Powell with shorelines not 
adjacent to the Natural Zone. These alternatives would have met the objectives of the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area general management plan and would have also provided a middle ground 
between the status quo A and B alternatives and the total ban of alternative C. 


Response: There is a potential conflict in the management objectives between the Recreation and 
Resource Utilization Zone and the Natural Zone that is extremely difficult to avoid because the zones are 
adjacent to each other. However, the percentage of the Natural Zone that may be adversely affected by 
personal watercraft noise is small. The noise generated by watercraft, including personal watercraft, is 
consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation “to provide for public 
outdoor recreation use and enjoyment of Lake Powell and the lands adjacent thereto.” The preparation of 
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Park Legislation/Authority 


a lake management plan, which is included as an element of all alternatives in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, will provide an opportunity for the National Park Service to further evaluate impacts 
from all lake uses to recreation area resources, including soundscape. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1180D Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Individual 
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Scope of the Analysis 
Issue 1: Rainbow Bridge National Monument Should be Included in the Analysis 


A Comment. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not include any provision for the long-term 
management of the Rainbow Bridge National Monument, which should be included in the Glen Canyon 


lake management plan. 


Response: Rainbow Bridge National Monument is a separate unit of the National Park Service. The scope 
of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements is on management of personal watercraft within 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Personal watercraft use at Rainbow Bridge National Monument 
is currently prohibited as a result of the National Park Service amended regulation that was implemented 
in March 2000 (36 CFR 3.24 (a), 2000). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1175B American Watercraft Association Organization 


Issue 2: Why Is the Focus on Personal Watercraft? 


A Comment: Many commenters questioned why the focus of the analysis was on personal watercraft alone 
when other motorized watercraft have similar or greater impacts on park resources. 


Response: Although the personal watercraft industry has claimed personal watercraft cannot be regulated 
differently than other motorboats, the National Park Service determined that personal watercraft are 
different from conventional motorboats and finalized personal watercraft-specific regulations in March 
2000. The NPS definition of personal watercraft is as follows: “Personal watercraft refers to a vessel, 
usually less than 16 feet in length, which uses an inboard, internal combustion engine powering a water 
jet pump as its primary source of propulsion. The vessel is intended to be operated by a person or persons 
sitting, standing, or kneeling on the vessel, rather than within the confines of the hull” (see “Personal 
Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for 
Action” chapter). 


As discussed in the “Alternatives” chapter, the National Park Service evaluated and chose the best 
regulatory approach in the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) in order to maintain the opportunities for various types of recreation while protecting the 
resources of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393E Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
7A, 827C, 608B Individual 


Issue 3: Personal Watercraft Should Not Be Singied Out for Regulation 


4 Comment: Commenters, including the Personal Watercraft Industry Association and the National Marine 
Manufacturers Association, advocate that any regulation or restriction on personal watercraft by the 
National Park Service should be uniformly applied to all motorized recreational vessel. By allowing other 
motorized vessels to operate in some of the proposed restricted areas would undermine the purported 
goals of reducing user conflicts and allowing for solitude and quiet. Closing these river areas to personal 
watercraft, and not other motorized vessels, would be discriminatory. 


Response: The plan was not designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental 
damage to park resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was 


Scope of the Analysis 


consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and 
objectives. The overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement with Bluewater Network 
(see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action™ chapter). An analysis was done on the 
management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between 
Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the National Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage 
personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon. or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. The 
alternatives listed were based upon the best information available. As noted by the commenter, the 
management actions under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) for the San Juan, Escalante, 
Colorado, and Dirty Devil Rivers would be implemented to reduce visitor conflicts with river rafters, 
fishermen, and backcountry hikers; promote opportunities for quiet and solitude; and ensure visitor safety. 
Following completion of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, it remains within NPS authority to 
prescribe similar use restrictions on all watercraft through the Superintendent's Compendium. 


As required by the settlement agreement and NPS Management Policies, the impacts associated with 
personal watercraft and other recreational uses are evaluated under each alternative (refer to the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter) to determine the potential for impairment to park resources. The 
National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), which allows for 
personal watercraft use, would not result in impairment of park resources and values for which the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area was established. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 

1344U, 1344D, 1344N Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 

11768 National Marine Manufacturers Organization 
Association 


Comment: A number of commenters, including the Personal Watercraft Industry Association and the 
National Marine Manufacturers Association, proposed that the flat-wake zone should apply to all 
motorized vessels. Restricting only personal watercraft to flat-wake speeds presents a safety hazard if 
other vessels are permitted to operate at significantly faster speeds. 


Response: The plan was not designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental 
damage to park resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was 
consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and 
objectives. The overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement with Bluewater Network 
(see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter). An analysis was done on the 
management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between 
Bluewater Network and the National Park Service. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the Nationa! Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage 
personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon, or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. 


The alternatives listed were based upon the best information available. The management actions under 
alternative B (modified preferred alternative) for the San Juan, Escalante, Colorado, and Dirty Devil 
Rivers would be implemented to reduce visitor conflicts with river rafters, fishermen, and backcountry 
hikers; promote opportunities for quiet and solitude; and ensure visitor safety. 


Under Utah State law, all boaters must operate at flat-wake speeds or idle speed within 150 feet of another 
boat, a person in or floating on the water, a waterskier (except those being towed). a shore fisherman, a 
launching ramp, a dock, or a designated swimming area. Arizona State law requires all boaters to operate 
at flat-wake speeds within 60 feet of another vessel. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
addresses signing, buoys, and boater education that will enhance other watercraft operators observance of 
safe boating practices. 


4] 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 

1344T, 1344D Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 

1176C National Marine Manufacturers Organization 
Association 


Issue 4: Personal Watercraft Can Be Singled Out for Regulation 


A 


Comment. The personal watercraft industry has claimed that personal watercraft are recognized by the US 
Coast Guard (USCG) as “class A” vessels and therefore cannot be regulated differently than other 
motorboats. However, the USCG states that the term “class-A vessel” has no meaning insofar as Coast 
Guard regulations are concerned (see enclosed USCG letter). To date, the USCG has refrained from 
defining personal watercraft. Rather, the Coast Guard encourages other government agencies to define the 
craft. The National Park Service determined that personal watercraft are different from conventional 
motorboats and finalized personal watercraft-specific regulations in March of 2000. 


Response: The NPS definition of personal watercraft is as follows: “Personal watercraft refers to a vessel, 
usually less than 16 feet in length, which uses an inboard, internal combustion engine powering a water 
jet pump as its primary source of propulsion. The vessel is intended to be operated by a person or persons 
sitting, standing, or kneeling on the vessel, rather than within the confines of the hull” (see “Personal 
Watercraft Use Regulatory Background” in the “Background” section of the “Purpose of and Need for 


Action” chapter). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002C Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: The personal watercraft industry has long maintained that personal watercraft riders have a 
“right” to use any boating infrastructure built using funds appropriated under the Federal Aid in Sport 
Fish Restoration Act (FASFRA). However, a 1999 Florida lawsuit negates this claim. In Kissimmee River 
Valley Sportsman’s Association v. The City of Lakeland (60 F. Supp. 2d 1289), the United States District 
Court in Florida ruled that FASFRA does not create a federal right to equal access for boats of common 
horsepower ratings at boat launch facilities constructed or maintained under the Act. This case suggests 
that government agencies may prohibit personal watercraft regardless of whether they have used 
FASFRA funds to construct boat launches and facilities. 


Response: All launch facilities are constructed with federal or federal/state funding. Funds provided 
through the NPS Fee Demo program and concessioner fees have been used for the construction of new 
launch ramps, courtesy docks, floating boat-pump-out stations, first-aid stations, and parking areas. 
Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act (F ASFRA) funding has not been used at Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area to build launches or facilities. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002D Bluewater Network Organization 
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RECREATION AREA OPERATIONS 


Enforcement 


Issue 1: Enforce the Existing Sound Standard 


A 


Comment. The sound standard at the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area is 82 decibels at 82 feet at 
full acceleration, a standard that is met by every unmodified personal watercraft. If particular modified 
personal watercraft exceed this limit, then they should be cited and/or removed from the waters of Lake 
Powell. This standard can, and should be met under alternative A. 


Response: Regulations regarding noise are enforced by state and federal visitor protection staff at Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area. Appropriate enforcement action is taken against any vessel exceeding 
the noise standards. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239F Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 


Issue 2: Park Service Should Enforce Regulations such as Speed Limits on the Lake 


A 


Comment: Although the accident rate this year has been better than the past years, | still see this issue as 
very important. Sufficient laws are in place to protect visitors however there needs to be more 
enforcement of these laws. 


Response: An element of alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) is to seek increased funding to 
provide additional law enforcement at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to enforce the existing 
regulations. An increased number of law enforcement officers on the lake would have the added 
advantage of increasing the number of visitor contacts on the lake to prevent unsafe behavior. In addition, 
an active information and education program, also an element of the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B), would help to reduce the need for enforcement actions. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1S6B, 156E Individual 


Issue 3: Cooperation with Other Agencies 


A 


Comment: The Park Service should work with multi-jurisdictional law enforcement in order to enforce 
existing sound standards. 


Response: Regulations regarding boating noise exist at the state and federal levels. Sound standards are 
enforced at the recreation area by both state and federal visitor protection staff. See the “Soundscape” 
section of the “Affected Environment” chapter and appendix B for the specific laws. As stated in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, NPS rangers and personnel from the U.S. Coast Guard enforce 
both state and federal boating laws. Patrol officers from Utah State Parks and Recreation and Arizona 
Game and Fish Department enforce state boating laws. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239H Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 
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Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Issue 1: Additional Restrictions will Dilute Law Enforcement Effectiveness 


A 


Comment. Additional rulemaking and restrictions on personal watercraft use will only serve to further 
dilute the presence of law enforcement in the recreation area. 


Response: The analyses in the Final Environmental Impact Statement acknowledge that new personal 
watercraft restrictions associated with alternatives B or C would have a short-term minor adverse effect on 
visitor protection staff. However, the adverse effects would decrease over time as visitors become familiar 
with the restrictions and as newly closed areas and flat-wake zones become self-regulating after signs and 
markers are installed. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1178F ARAMARK Business 


Comment: National Park Service efforts to seek additional funding for increased law enforcement 


activities are independent of any management alternative. Simply put, existing laws already govern the 
actions of all boaters. Additional law enforcement presence would benefit all boaters whether or not a 


personal watercraft management plan is implemented. 


Response: We agree with the commenter that increased law enforcement would benefit all boaters at the 
recreation area. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area is indeed seeking additional funding for law 
enforcement in order to increase visitor safety independently of this environmental impact analysis 
process for personal watercraft rulemaking at the recreation area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1178F ARAMARK Business 


Issue 2: Increase Monitoring of the Type of Watercraft Entering the Recreation Area 


A 


Comment: The explosion of personal watercraft on the lake has made the existing laws unenforceable. 
The size and shape of Lake Powell demands that stringent monitoring of what goes into the lake occurs 
before the watercraft launch, not afterwards. 


Response: The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement would require that personal watercraft meet the EPA 2006 emission standards by the end of 
2012. Personal watercraft not meeting the standards would no longer be allowed to operate in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area beginning in 2013. 


The National Park Service expects that by 2012, most personal watercraft owners would already be in 
compliance with the EPA 2006 marine engine standards. The impact on recreation area operations 
resulting from the 2012 ban on carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft use is expected to be small. 
Personal watercraft manufacturers currently offer models that are compliant with the EPA 2006 standards, 
and new personal watercraft purchased later than 2006 would already be compliant. The average 
operating life of a personal watercraft is 5 to 10 years, depending upon the source (see the “General 
Methodology” section in the “Environmental consequences” chapter). As a result, it is expected that the 
majority of noncompliant personal watercraft would no longer be in operation when the engine 
restrictions proposed under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) take effect in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
164C Individual 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue 3: Visitation Effects on Recreation Area Operations 


A 


Comment: Alternative C in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states, “In the long term, visitors 
returning with other craft would have a direct, negligible to minor, adverse effect.” This statement is very 
troubling because it classifies visitors to Lake Powell as an “adverse effect.” 


Response: Visitation to the recreation area does have an impact on the recreation area’s resources and 
visitor protection staff. For example, increased visitor use to the recreation area, with no change in the 
number of visitor protection staff, would be a strain on park management rescurces and could result in an 
adverse effect. Likewise, a reduction in the number of visitors using persor::. .. atercraft at the recreation 
area could reduce the amount of time visitor protection staff spend responding to incidents or accidents 
involving personal watercraft, which is considered to be beneficial. The text in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was meant to indicate that the adverse effect on park staff was a result of the visitor 
activity. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239L Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 


Comment: What is the benefit of eliminating 26% of Lake Powell users in order to realize a 15% 
reduction in law enforcement cases? 


Response: The decision to manage personal watercraft was not based on a need to reduce law 
enforcement cases. The “Introduction” section in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter states that 
the overall objective for the plan is to evaluate a range of alternatives and strategies to manage personal 
watercraft with the goal of ensuring protection of recreational and resource values. This objective was 
derived from the enabling legislation for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. As further stated in this 
section, a special analysis on the management of personal watercraft was also provided under each 
alternative to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between the Bluewater Network and the 
National Park Service. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239L Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 
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SHORELINE/SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION 


Affected Environment 
Issue 1: General Impacts of Personal Watercraft on Shoreline and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement identified the issue of potential concern that the 
beaching and landing of personai watercraft could result in the trampling of shoreline vegetation. The 
comment refers to several other phrases in the text that discuss the affected environment and the 
indistinguishable cumulative effects of personal watercraft use and other watercraft on shoreline or 


submerged aquatic vegetation. 


Response: The National Park Service agrees that appropriate use and operation of personal watercraft in 
accordance with the manufacturer's recommended use in shallow water would not affect submerged 
aquatic vegetation. However, this does not prevent damage to vegetative life by trampling, particularly on 
beaches where there is other concentrated recreational use. As described in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter, due to the nature of the reservoir and the shoreline environment, personal 
watercraft and other watercraft users, and other visitor-induced activities, all have access to the same 
shoreline areas of Lake Powell. The majority of visitor use is concentrated along the shoreline, which is 
below the maximum pool elevation. The amount of high-quality habitat in these areas is low compared to 
the amount above the high-water line. Much of the shoreline is composed of nonnative tamarisk / bare 
ground, and the lake does not have sensitive grasses or submerged aquatic vegetation, except in the 
sensitive inflow areas. 


The National Park Service must manage Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to protect the 
recreational opportunities available at the site, as well as the natural resources found in the lake and 
surrounding lands. To accomplish this, the development of a future lake management plan, which is a 
component of all alternatives, would provide the tools necessary to analyze activities that take place on 
the lake and would help determine if unacceptable impacts are occurring. Even though the rationale and 
need exist to support consideration of personal watercraft management under a separate decision-making 
framework, there remains the need to examine all uses of the lake collectively. As identified in the 
cumulative effects analysis in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, there are many management 
issues involving the mix of lake uses that require additional planning. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344P Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Issue 1: Impacts on Shoreline Vegetation from Waves Generated by Personal Watercraft 


A 


Comment: Personal watercraft damage shoreline vegetation and their wakes produce erosive effects. 


Response: According to NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000d), natural shoreline processes such 
as erosion, deposition, dune formation, overwash, inlet formation, and shoreline migration should 
continue without interference within a park unit. The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements 
recognize that the near-shore lake environment, with its desert climate, is affected by wave erosion, highly 
variable water levels, poor soils, and generally steep shorelines. These conditions restrict vegetative cover 
to sparse stands of fast-growing vegetation species that are occasionally interspersed with small, dense 
stands of salt cedar. As described for alternative A under “Cumulative Effects,” shoreline vegetation has 
historically been subjected to many sources of disturbance since the time the recreation area was created. 
The most influential disturbance has been repeated inundation and drying as the reservoir level rises and 
falls. Compared to the substantial influences that current reservoir fluctuations and shoreline conditions 
exert on shoreline vegetation conditions, it is very unlikely that personal watercraft and other watercraft 
users would have a noticeable cumulative impact on shoreline vegetation (including submerged aquatic, 
riparian, and wetland vegetation). 


The National Park Service must manage Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to protect the recreation 
opportunities available at the site, as well as the natural resources found in the lake and surrounding lands. 
To accomplish this, the development of a lake management plan, which is a component of all alternatives, 
would provide the tools necessary to analyze activities that take place on the lake and would help 
determine if unacceptable impacts are occurring. Even though the rationale and need exist to support 
consideration of personal watercraft management under a separate decision-making framework, there 
remains the need to examine all uses of the lake collectively. As identified in the cumulative effects 
analysis under the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, there are many management issues involving 
the mix of lake uses that require additional planning. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
provides for a three-year pilot study to further evaluate personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions 
of personal watercraft use in other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot 
study. The purpose of the pilot study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in 
appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
689B Individual 


Issue 2: Inadequacy of Data to Support Statements that Personal Watercraft Use Impacts Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation 


A 


Comment: No evidence is disclosed that would indicate personal watercraft use harms shoreline 
vegetation. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement speculates that personal watercraft “may crush or 
uproot grasses or other submerged aquatic vegetation that occurs in shallow water” (pg ix). This 
speculation is totally specious and misleading given the lack of data. 


Response: A summary of the NPS rulemaking and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained 
under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter. The 
overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between Bluewater Network and the 
National Park Service (see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter). An analysis 
of shoreline vegetation was done in order to meet the terms of the settlement agreement. National research 
indicates that personal watercraft accessing shallow areas may uproot or crush shoreline vegetation. At 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, the adverse effects of personal watercraft on shoreline vegetation 
were considered to be negligible. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), mitigation 
measures would be implemented to reduce the amount of petroleum-related pollution entering the water, 
which would indirectly benefit shoreline vegetation. In addition, the modified preferred alternative 
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(alternative B) provides for a three-year pilot study to further evaluate personal watercraft-use areas. 
Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other locations of the recreation area would be 
evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study and a description of how it would be 
implemented are provided in appendix C. 

1239) Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 


SOCIOECONOMICS 


Affected Environment 
Issue 1: Economic Analysis Does Not Take into Account the Economic Cost of Noise 


A 


Comment: On page 274 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service states 
that alternative C, a personal watercraft ban, would result in a loss of $25 to $42 million to the local 
economy. The National Park Service states this is due in part to the fact that hundreds of thousands of 
visitors will not return to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. We believe the NPS’ figure grossly 
inflates the economic impact of a personal watercraft ban for it does not include several economic benefits 
that will result from the prohibition and assumes that park visitation will drop. 


First, researchers have estimated that an individual personal watercraft inflicts roughiy $50 dollars worth 
of noise cost each day of operation. The National Park Service estimates that personal watercraft at Lake 
Powell are in operation approximately 220,000 boat days per season. Multiplying the noise costs by the 
days of operation produces $11 million in noise costs at Lake Powell per year. Dividing this number in 
half to take into account the greater tolerance of boaters to boat noise results in $5.5 million in noise costs. 
If one adds personal watercraft pollution costs (which have been estimated at $12 per day of operation), 
the overall cost of personal watercraft operation upon natural soundscapes and air/water quality rises to 
more than $8 million. Besides overlooking the noise and pollution costs of personal watercraft operation, 
there is also no discussion of the economic costs of continued personal watercraft operation upon national 
recreation area's wildlife, public safety, and visitor use. Obviously, banning personal watercraft 
eliminates these costs and result in significant economic benefits to the public. Moreover, elimination of 
these costs from alternative C would substantially reduce the economic impact of a personal watercraft 
ban. Unfortunately, the National Park Service neglected to include the economic benefits of a personal 
watercraft ban, as well as the fact that visitation may actually increase at the national recreation area in its 
analysis of alternative C. These oversights call into question the accuracy and thoroughness of the Park 
Service's economic analysis. 


Response: Law Engineering and Environmental Services (LEES 2002) conducted a benefit-cost analysis 
of personal watercraft regulatory alternatives to evaluate the social welfare implications. The study 
examined whether the reallocation of society's resources (such as those referenced by the commenter) 
promoted efficiency. That is, the analysis assessed whether the actions would result in benefits (gains in 
social welfare) greater than the associated costs to society (losses in social welfare). 


The study also showed that the number of non-personal watercraft users visiting the community of Page, 
AZ, could increase due to less noise and pollution and that this could contribute to increased enjoyment of 
the area. However, because of uncertainties in quantifying changes in visitation for this group of people, 
increases in expenditures associated with this potential change in visitation patterns were not included in 
the analysis. These changes were evaluated qualitatively based on best available data and professional 
judgment. 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement has incorporated the research noted by the commenter into the 
list of references. Text has been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement to provide additional 
qualitative analysis of the economic costs of personal watercraft use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AE Bluewater Network Organization 
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Economic Impact Analysis 
Issue 1: Long-Term Economic Consequences of a Personal Watercraft Ban Are Inaccurate 


A 


Comment: On page 67 in table 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, “In the short term and 
long term. cumulative effects would be adverse and moderate.” This describes the socioeconomic impact 
of alternatiy« ‘". If this is true then why would the National Park Service assume that motorized users 
would soon return to the same level, that a reduction or elimination of personal watercraft would have 
only a temporary change in the level of motor boat use? There is an error in logic here. At one place the 
National Park Service suggests that the drop in motorized watercraft use would be transient. But here the 
Nationa! Park Service suggests the impacts on the socioeconomics of the area would be “adverse and 
moderate” in the short term and the long term. If recreational users return to a pre-ban level in a short 
time, then why would adverse, moderate effects persist into the long term? 


Response: Decisions regarding personal watercraft use can affect specific sectors of the local economy. If 
ersonal watercraft are permanently banned, those businesses or parts of businesses that serve personal 
watercraft users, such as personal watercraft rentals, sales, and repairs, could be eliminated from the 
economy in the long term. Review of literature and professional judgment suggests that there are 
segments of the public that would choose to visit the recreation area if personal watercraft use were 
eliminated. A long-term trend of increased nonmotorized use, or the use of other types of watercraft in the 
future to replace some of the functions of personal watercraft (e.g., remote canyon exploration), would 
offset some of the adverse economic effects of a ban on personal watercraft. These combined direct and 
indirect effects would be moderate as defined in the “Methodology” section. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
12451 Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 
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Impacts from Personal Watercraft Restriction 
Issue 1: The Long-term Economic Effects of a Personal Watercraft Ban Will Be Adverse 


A 


Comment: | disagree with your conclusions regarding alternative C that eventually everything will be all 
right socio-economically speaking. I believe there will be significant and lasting Short and Long Term 
effects if personal watercraft are banned at Lake Powell. 


Response: The report prepared by Law Engineering and Environmental Services (LEES 2002) and 
referenced in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements fully evaluates the economic effects 
of alternative C. The study shows that the number of non-personal watercraft users visiting the 
community of Page, AZ, could increase due to less noise and pollution, and that this could contribute to 
increased enjoyment of the area. However, because of uncertainties in quantifying changes in visitation 
for this group of people, increases in expenditures associated with this potential change in visitation 
patterns were not included in the analysis. These changes were evaluated qualitatively. The study also 
reports that there are business activities that depend largely or solely on personal watercraft and that the 
adverse effects on these would be long term. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
170C Individual 


Issue 2: The Economic Effects of a Ban on Personal Watercraft Are Overstated 


A 


Comment: \f motorized personal watercraft were eliminated from substantial areas of Lake Powell people 
who more highly value nonmotorized watercraft would recreate at the world-class Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area in numbers that would easily offset any decline in visitation from the motorized personal 
watercraft ban. This fact also contradicts the Draft Environmental Impact Statement’s concluded adverse 
socio-economic impacts of alternative C on the economy of Page and surrounding communities. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement failed to identify visitor use patterns of alternative C by failing to 
account for potential users who avoid Glen Canyon National Recreation Area because of current policies. 
By ignoring the influx of visitors who would be drawn by the implementation of alternative C, the adverse 
socioeconomic impacts of alternative C are overstated. 


Response: As the commenter notes, it is reasonable to assume that with the elimination of personal 
watercraft, some individuals who have chosen not to visit the recreation area in the past may choose to 
visit with personal watercraft absent. The result would be an economic effect that would offset, to some 
degree, the economic losses that would result from elimination of personal watercraft. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement takes this into account, qualitatively, in the discussion of likely effects 
on the local and regional economy. There is no research or literature reference that would allow an 
estimate or quantification of the number of people who may choose to visit the recreation area without 
personal watercraft present. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1180E Individual 


Issue 3: The Economic Effects of a Personal Watercraft Ban Will Go Beyond the Local Economy 


A 


Comment: In the socioeconomic impact section of the study the areas affected if personal watercraft were 
excluded from Lake Powell seem very narrow and limited. Personal watercraft sales and rental businesses 
in the Salt Lake area will be affected if personal watercraft are excluded from Lake Powell. 


Response: The analysis of economic effect was focused on a limited area. Because it is anticipated that 
the economic impacts of the regulation would be concentrated in the community of Page, AZ, the analysis 
was performed for the zip code covering Page (zip code 86040). Because this is a relatively small analysis 
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area, the economic impact analysis may not capture some secondary impacts on other towns in Coconino 
County or other regions. The reasoning is that it is less likely that individuals residing in Page, as well as 
visitors to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, purchase goods and services from businesses outside 
of the town. The analysis was designed to focus on the groups most affected by the regulation. The 
impacts on other cities and towns compared to the size of their economies, are expected to be very small 
relative to the impact on Page, AZ. Interviews with Page-area businesses were conducted to determine the 
character of the local business community relative to personal watercraft use. During the interviews, it 
was identified that businesses in other cities such as Salt Lake City, UT, and Grand Junction, CO, are 
affected by personal watercraft use in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. The economic effect on 
those businesses and local economies was evaluated qualitatively in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1170C Utah Department of Natural Public Agency 
Resources, Div. of Parks and 
Recreation 


Issue 4: The Full Economic Effect of a Ban on Personal Watercraft Is Not Presented 


A 


Comment: The full effect of alternative C has been calculated into revenues and losses. Losses would be 


greater than reported. Less business in Page would cause ripple effects to road maintenance, property 
values, water management monies, and the quality of schools. 


Response: The analysis of economic effects described in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements accounts for both primary and secondary impacts. The economic input-output model, 
IMPLAN, was used to calculate the economic impact associated with the elimination of personal 
watercraft. IMPLAN uses locally and regionally derived multipliers to estimate how money flowing 
through the economy is initially spent in any given sector. The total revenue losses reported under 
alternative C in the “Socioeconomic Environment” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, 
show losses to all sectors, including real estate and local government. The economic impact analysis 
generally addressed the following basic questions concerning an activity of interest: (1) How much 
spending does this activity bring to the region? (2) What portion of sales by local businesses is due to this 
activity? (3) How much income does this activity generate for local households and businesses? (4) How 
many jobs does this activity support? (5) How much tax revenue is generated by this activity? The 
estimated impact is summarized within the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, and the 
detailed results of the input-output analysis are reported in Personal Watercraft Regulations in Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area (LEES 2002). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 


j 


235B v Individuai 
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Affected Environment 
Issue 1: Level Time History Graph Does Not Cite Distance 


A 


Comment. “The dBA level time history graph on page 105 does not indicate the average distance between 
the noise meter and the three riders.” The commenter objects to using the decibel levels for interpretation 
of the noise being below the legal limit. 


Response: The dBA (A-weighted decibel) level time history graph in the “Soundscapes” section of the 
“Affected Environment” chapter was presented to illustrate fluctuations in personal watercraft noise levels 
representative of typical use patterns. The meter at this site, # 3, was located amid the shoreline 
vegetation. The watercraft illustrated in this graph would have been circling the area at varying distances 
from the meter. The paragraph (entitled “Watercraft Pass-by Sound Levels Measured in Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area in August 2001”) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement describes the 
noise fluctuation but does not interpret the information on the graph relative to the legal noise limits, thus 
distance is not a relevant factor. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
9051 Individual 


Issue 2: Noise Data Indicates Violation of Utah Law 


A 


Comment: The table 12 on page 104 presents data which show that noise levels are potentially in violation 
of Utah law and that the National Park Service should recognize the sentiment behind the Utah law. 


Response: Table 12 (in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement) (Table 14 in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) does not state that the noise levels were recorded on the shore nor does the 
accompanying text. Thus, no inference regarding the Utah boating and water-use activities noise 
regulation can be made. (The Utah noise regulation clearly states that the prohibition of 75 dBA noise is 
measured on shore.) The pass-by recordings were made using a microphone mounted above the front of 
an instrumented boat (HMMH 2002). The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been updated to 
include information regarding how pass-by recordings were made. Regarding the comment about intent 
and interpretation of Utah law, the National Park Service cannot determine or interpret the sentiment or 
intent of lawmakers. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245L Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 3: Natural Ambient Sound Level Not Adequate 


A 


Comment: The focus of returning natural quiet to a significant portion of the reservoir should be included 
in the analysis of alternatives. Specifically sound determinations and measurements used for a baseline 
should come from an area where personal watercraft are prohibited. The area should also be free from all 
motorized recreation and have no audible air traffic. The National Park Service should study the travel of 
noise through canyon systems including the distance noise may travel through confined canyons. The 
National Park Service should establish standards which tend to restore natural quiet and create zones 
where natural quiet predominates. 


Response: Director's Order 47 (NPS 2000b) specifies that the L90 sound level descriptor be used to 
establish the baseline or natural ambient sound level. The Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. study 
(HMMH 2002) used instrumentation in the canyon environment that allowed a determination of the 
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L90 value. Thus, noise levels were measured within the canyons and “confined” spaces of the Lake 
Powell environment. 


The NPS noise standard is 82 dBA at 25 meters (82 feet). Motorized recreational activities on the lake 
that are in the Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone, are compatible with the recreation area’s 
enabling legislation and the management goals for the Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone. The 
preparation of a lake management plan is now a component of each of the alternatives in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Management actions to minimize impacts on the soundscape and all 
environmental impacts, including those of personal watercraft in relation to other users, will be evaluated 
during development of the lake management plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245K Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 4: Incorrect or Inadequate Analysis of Noise Impacts 


A 


Comment: The difference between personal watercraft noise and noise generated by conventional 
motorized watercraft was not properly considered in the analysis of noise impacts. Personal watercraft 
noise is more annoying than the noise generated by conventional boats. The National Park Service 
believes that the “impacts of personal watercraft upon soundscapes and visitor experience will be 
minimal.” 


Response: The text has been changed for the Final Environmental Impact Statement to provide a better 
description and analysis of the unique sound signature of personal watercraft. 


The analysis states that impacts on the natural soundscape would be “minor to moderate” as defined in the 
“Methodology” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. The fluctuation of noise generated 
by personal watercraft is also discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. This effect 
contributes to the “minor to moderate adverse” impact determination. The difference between noise 
generated by personal watercraft and motorboats is pointed out in the “Soundscapes” section of the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter. The unique sound signature of personal watercraft noise is a 
contributing factor in the “minor to moderate” adverse impact determination. 


In addition, alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further evaluate personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 
study and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Regarding the characterization of sound associated with use of personal watercraft, the National Park 
Service conducted its own research, which is discussed in detail in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements. This information is also supported by a technical report from the research consultant 
(HMMH 2002). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002U Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 5: The Effects on “Biophony” Were Not Considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: There is a lack of park-specific information on personal watercraft impacts upon Glen 
Canyon’s fish and wildlife. There is no discussion on personal watercraft noise and its impact upon entire 


biomes, specifically, the effect of noise on the biophony (defined by B. Krause in his book, Wild 
Soundscapes), or the unique manner in which creatures vocalize in a symbiotic relationship to one 
another. 


54 


Affected Environment 


Response: The effect of noise on “entire biomes” is not a quantifiable impact. Although Mr. Krause has 
developed plausible theories regarding the effects of noise on wildlife and the “biophony,” peer-reviewed 
research would be required to establish parameters needed to quantify the effects of noise on this aspect of 
the environment. The adverse impacts of personal watercraft noise on wildlife are characterized as 
ranging from negligible to minor, and these impacts include potential effects to the “biophony,” although 
these effects cannot be quantified or definitively defined. Additionally, factors, such as the natural 
variability of the environment and varying degrees of tolerance by individuals within species, can act as 
mitigation to offset or minimize adverse soundscape effects. Refer to the responses to comments in the 
“Wildlife” section (specifically, the response to comment 668 D) of this volume 2 for additionai 
information regarding the effects of sound on wildlife. 


A summary of the NPS rulemaking and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained under 
“Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter. The 
National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the impacts of 
personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that could be 
affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available data, as 
required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional judgment 
prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where personal 
watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002W Bluewater Network Organization 
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Issue 1: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Does Not Adequately Analyze Cumulative Effects in the 
“Soundscapes” Section 


A 


Comment. The cumulative analysis of soundscape effects in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
inadequate because it does not include or quantify the impacts associated with other actions, particularly 


Response: The noise measurements performed by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson (HMMH 2002) were 
made during the time periods when personal watercraft noise effects would most likely have the greatest 
impact on the natural soundscape. These measurements also included aircraft noise as part of the 
cumulative total noise level. The HMMH technical report, pages 27-30, describes the methods and results 
of a process called “source-identification logging” that was employed in the study. It indicates, by site, the 
percentage of time that all individual human-caused sound sources (types) were audible. Logging 
accounted for the audibility and duration of sound from different types of aircraft, watercraft, and other 
sources of human-caused sound. The information regarding individual source types was not presented in 
the Draft or Final Environmental Impact Statements, but it was included, and quantified, as an aggregate 
in the effects analysis in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter of both documents. The computed 
values of Leq, tables 45 and 46 are actually approximating the total ambient human-caused sound (as an 
average). This is because the measured and observed contribution of autos, aircraft, and other sources are 
minimal compared to watercraft. 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement provides a revised analysis of impacts on the soundscape to 
reflect all the relevant information collected and to better understand the personal watercraft contribution 
to those impacts. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391D, 1391M, 1391Q Sierra Club Organization 
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Issue 1: Concern That Personal Watercraft Were Singled Ow for Restrictions 


A 


Comment. Several commenters noted that personal watercraft were being singled out for restrictions 
without regard to other sources of noise, including “muscle” boats, other motorboats, loud music, parties, 
and illegal fireworks. 


Response: The plan was not designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental 
damage to park resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was 
consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and 
objectives. The overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between Bluewater 
Network and the National Park Service (see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” 
chapter). An analysis was done on the management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of 
the settlement agreement. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National 
Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage personal watercraft use at Glen 
Canyon, or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. The alternatives listed were based upon the 
best information available. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344U Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
senontesl 


780C, 6A, 845B Individuals 


57 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft L x 
Issue 1: Suggest Implementing a Curfew on Personal Watercraft Use 


A 


Comment: | would recommend that if these personal watercraft are allowed, that they be under a curfew 
so that there are some times in the day when the lake is actually quiet and still. 


Response: As noted in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, Utah law limits personal 
watercraft use to daytime hours, whereas Arizona law does not include such a restriction. Under the 

modified preferred alternative (alternative B), the National Park Service would work cooperatively with 
Utah and Arizona to develop unified laws for personal watercraft operations within the recreation area. 


In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for a three-year pilot study to 
further evaluate personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other 
locations of the recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study 
and a description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


The preparation of a lake management plan is a component of each of the alternatives in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. All noise sources and management actions to minimize environmental 
impacts and user conflicts, including those of personal watercraft in relation to other users, will be 
evaluated during development of the lake management plan. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
909A Individual 


Issue 2: There Is Concern Over Comparison to Residential Noise Levels 


A 


Comment: \rrespective of the comparison with “suburbs at night” (page 204), a noise level averaging 
30 dB at 0.6 miles may be excessively audible where the ambient is only 13 dB. 


Response: The comparison to residential areas was presented only as a frame of reference so that the 
public could relate to what a particular dBA level represented. Noise levels of 30 dB are accounted for in 
the impact determinations. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391P, 1391G Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 3: What Would be the Percent Time Audible for Personal Watercraft Under Each Alternative? 


A 


Comment: Regarding the last two sentences on page 208 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(“alternative A” vs. “alternative C” comparison): What would be the percent time audible for personal 
watercraft under “alternative A”, and, correspondingly, what would be that time specifically for 
“alternative C”? 
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Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement provides a modified noise analysis that better 
addresses the effects attributable to personal watercraft under alternative A. The percentage of time that 
personal watercraft would be audible is directly related to the proportion of personal watercraft operating 
at any given time. Information regarding the proportion of personal watercraft use is presented in 

tables 18 and 19. The percentage of time that personal watercraft would be audible under alternative C 
would be zero because personal watercraft would not be permitted to operate on Lake Powell under that 
alternative. The Final Environmental Impact Statement provides a modified noise analysis that examines 
audibility. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391R Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 4: Fluctuations in Personal Watercraft Noise Is Not Analyzed Adequately 


A 


Comment: Several comments expressed a concern that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement did not 
address the fluctuations of sound that personal watercraft make compared to other motorized watercraft. 
Specifically, the distinctive pitch variation may have different effects on humans and other species and is 


Response: The pitch variations associated with personal watercraft and the noise differences between 
personal watercraft and motorboats are acknowledged under the “Soundscapes” section in the “Affected 
Environment” chapter. Personal watercraft noise does fluctuate as a result of typical operation, but the 
noise intensity levels are not typically in violation of the NPS noise standard. The suggestion that pitch 
variations may have different effects on humans and other species, and that the variation is more annoying 
Or irritating, was incorporated in the analysis and contributes to the “minor to moderate” adverse impact 
determination. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393X Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
1136C, 3C Individuals 
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Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Exceed Noise Standards 


A 


Comment: The text on page 104 and graph on page 105 show that “sharp turns and jumps increase the 
noise by 10 dBA bringing the noise level up to 86 dBA, 4 dBA above the legal limit of 82 dBA at 
25 meters.” The typical riding style of personal watercraft produces sound beyond the legal limit. 


Response: The text states that the typical style of personal watercraft operation results in fluctuations of 
about 5 dBA, and a 180-degree turn produced about a 10 dBA fluctuation. Fluctuations are changes, 
including both increases and decreases, and do not represent only an increase as stated in the comment. 
Thus, a 10 dBA fluctuation could be represented as +/- 5 dBA. The data presented in table 14 indicates 
that adding 5 dBA to the highest personal watercraft sound measurement at 25 meters (82 feet) would be 
81.4 dBA, which is under the NPS standard of 82 dBA at 25 meters (82 feet). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
905H Individual 


Issue 2: The Area Where the Noise Regulations Will Be Enforced Is Presumably Far Less Than the Area 
Where the Noise Pollution Will Make the Most Significant Impact 


A 


Comment: Alternative B states that enforcement of regulations to prevent this style of riding will be 
difficult beyond close proximity of ranger stations. Reduction of noise from regulation of aggressive 
riding style near the ranger station will be negligible due to the high volume of traffic near ranger stations, 
but what about the areas where enforcement by the National Park Service will not be feasible. The area 
where the noise regulations will be enforced is presumably far less than the area where the noise pollution 
will make the most significant impact. 


Response: The commenter is correct in stating that National Park Service (or the state enforcement 
agencies) enforcement is more difficult beyond proximity to ranger stations. The National Park Service 
does not believe that there are areas where enforcement is not feasible (as stated in the comment); rather, 
enforcement in remote locations cannot be as regular as in areas near ranger stations. However, the 
National Park Service (and state enforcement agencies) makes a great effort to enforce all regulations 
regardless of the location of a particular violation. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
905H Individual 


Issue 3: The National Park Service Should Conduct a Soundscape Study at Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area Comparable to the Zion National Park Study 


A 


Comment: No Record of Decision or Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area Watercraft Management Plan should be issued until a complete soundscape 
study, comparable to the Zion soundscape study (Wyle Report, WR 02-07, The Soundscape in Zion 
National Park, Contract No. 1443CX2000-98-038 [May, 2002]) has been done at Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area, and its data considered in evaluation of all alternatives. 


Response: All alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement now include plans to implement 
a soundscape management study and analysis in the future lake management plan. The soundscape 
management study would likely use methods similar to those used at Zion National Park. The National 
Park Service believes that the soundscape analysis in the Drafi and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements adequately addresses the context, duration, and intensity of personal watercraft affects on the 
soundscape under each alternative. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391C Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 4: Wilderness Management and Natural Zone Goals Were Not Properly Considered in the Dre;jt 
Environmental Impact Siatement 


A 


Comment: Wilderness management in the Natural Zone is ignored in “other relevant Park planning 
methods” even though it is stated as a goal in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s general 
management plan. The “Impairment Analysis Method” section (page 162-163) considers general 
management plan goals as one of the elements used to evaluate the potential for impairment. Only 
alternative “C” correlates satisfactorily with the values of wilderness management. 


Response: The noise impacts on the Natural Zone were determined to be adverse and ranged from minor 
to moderate within a mile of the shoreline (refer to the noise analysis in the “Soundscapes” section of the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter). 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains modified text that reflects the following: Personal 
watercraft sound impacts wilderness values of solitude and natural quiet because sound carries beyond the 
shoreline and ts heard at some distance within the Natural Zone. The sound is heard up to a maximum of 
2 miles from the source over a flat surface, but the topography surrounding Lake Powell is not flat. 
Assuming that a natural barrier to the sound would exist where there is an elevation change of 50 feet 
(approximate height of a five-story building), approximately 16,000 acres would be affected (between 
3,700 feet to 3,750 feet in elevation). This equals 2.3% of the Natural Zone (668,670 acres). Time of day 
and season of use would also reduce the level of noise in the Natural Zone because the noise would not be 
continuous, would be encountered only during daylight hours, and would be minimal between October 
and May. 


Although noise does intrude on desired wilderness and Natural Zone soundscape values, the inescapable 
juxtaposition of the Natural Zone and the Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone make it impossible to 
avoid all adverse impacts on the Natural Zone/wilderness soundscape. As shown above, only 2.3% of the 
Natural Zone’s area would be affected, and those soundscape effects would be offset even further by 
diurnal/nocturnal and seasonal reductions in watercraft noise. 


There is a potential conflict in the management objectives between the Recreation and Resource 
Utilization Zone and the Natural Zone that is extremely difficult to avoid because the zones are adjacent 
to each other. However, the percentage of the Natural Zone that is adversely affected by personal 
watercraft noise, as shown in the preceding paragraph, is small. The noise generated by watercraft in the 
Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone, including personal watercraft, is consistent with Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation “to provide for public outdoor recreation use and 
enjoyment of Lake Powell and the lands adjacent thereto.” 
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Issue 


A 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for a three-year pilot study to further evaluate 
personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in other locations of the 
recreation area would be evaluated during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot study and a description 
of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. In addition, the preparation of a lake 
management plan, which was included in all alternatives in the Final Environmenial Impact Statement, 
will provide an opportunity for the National Park Service to further evaluate impacts of all lake users on 


all resources, including the soundscape. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393D, 1393R, 1393W Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 
1391L Sierra Club Organization 

1180D Individuals 


5: Request for Median Quiet Intervals 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should incorporate a supplemental metric, the 
“Median Quiet Interval “ (MQI) to analyze noise impacts. MQI is defined as the median time interval 
where there is no motorized noise-intrusion audible. This would provide a key, “user-friendly” impact 
assessment indicator of how extended or truncated is the typical opportunity of Park users to experience 
Response: The following is an explanation of how to determine Median Quiet Interval: If one had a day- 
long recording, assuming standard and sensitive acoustic instrumentation were being used, one could 
identify all the intervals during the day that were free of human-caused sound. If those intervals were then 
arranged from the shortest to the longest (in hours, minutes, and seconds) and the center-most value, not 
the average value, was picked, one would have determined the median quiet interval for the period of time 
recorded - or a day in this case. 


A soundscape management study, to be implemented in conjunction with the development of a lake 
management plan, would include a sound monitoring program. Data from the monitoring program could 
be used to develop the Median Quiet Interval referred to in the comment. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391U, 1391E, 1391R Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 6: The Soundscape Analysis Should Fully Assess Aircraft Noise Contribution to Soundscapes 


A 


Comment: To provide a more complete soundscape analysis, noise data should be obtained at additional 
locations one to two miles from the shore, so that the total aircraft contribution can be fully - not just 
partially - assessed. 


Response: All alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement now include plans to implement 
a soundscape management study in the future lake management plan. The sound management study 
would include a monitoring program, which would be necessary to verify model results and assumed 
impacts of the eventual decision based on this Final Environmental Impact Statement. This comment 
provides some appropriate considerations regarding how monitoring could be conducted. 
Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391T Sierra Club Organization 
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Issue 7: A Soundscape Baseline Without Watercraft Noise Needs to be Developed 


A 


Comment. Before reinstating jet skis, the National Park Service at a minimum needs to perform complete 
National Park Service to assess the impacts of current and proposed personal watercraft and other 
watercraft usage on the natural soundscape. The baseline soundscape, without any personal 
watercraft/boat noise, must be documented. 


Response. A summary of the NPS rulemaking and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained 
under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” « sapte . The 
National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the impacts of 
personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that could be 
required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional judgment 
prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where personal 
watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. 

All alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement now include plans to implement a 
soundscape management study and analysis in the future lake management plan. The sound management 


study would include a monitoring program, which would be necessary to verify model results and 
assumed impacts of the eventual decision based on this Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391B Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 8: There Is a Need for a Soundscape Management Plan and Lake Management Plan at Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area 


A 


Comment: The National Park Service should complete a “Soundscape Management Plan” for Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area (as per Director's Order 47). It should also complete a “Lake 
Management Plan.” The status and timeline for these plans should be included in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 


Response: All alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Statement now include development of a 
lake management plan. The lake management plan would incorporate a soundscape management study. 
These park planning efforts would (1) describe the baseline natural ambient sound environment in 
qualitative and quantitative terms; (2) identify sound sources and sound levels consistent with park 
legislation and purposes; (3) identify the level, nature, and origin of internal and external noise sources; 
(4) articulate desired future soundscape conditions; and (5) recommend the approaches or actions that 
would be taken to achieve those conditions or otherwise mitigate noise impacts. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391G Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 9: What Is Human Threshold of Hearing for Watercrafi-Specific Frequencies? 


A 


Comment: What is the “human threshold of hearing” assumed for the watercraft-specific frequencies (in 
relation to understanding the “audibility calculations” cited on page 200)? 


Response: Audibility, in general, may be defined as the evidence of sound detected by an average. 
attentive person. Audibility impacts, as reported in the effects analysis (refer to the “Environment 
Consequences” chapter) should be viewed within this general context. Technically, humans can hear 
sounds beginning at 0 decibel on an A-weighted scale (dBA). Humans can detect changes in sound 
pressure level that are 1-3 decibels in magnitude. Each frequency band in the spectrum emitted by a sound 
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source is associated with a decibel level. Measured at a distance of 25 meters (82 feet) and operating in a 
“typical” fashion, a personal watercraft emits its highest maximum sound pressure level range in 
frequencies from 50 Hertz (Hz) to 1,250 Hz. fhe peak frequency emitted is about 130 Hz and 70 dBA. 
This is well within the range of frequencies that humans hear very well. Humans can hear frequencies 
emitted by personal watercraft below 50 Hz and above 1,250 Hz, but decibel levels decline in both 
instances. For comparison, a boat typically operates in the same frequency spectrum at the same decibel 
levels as a personal watercraft, except it maintains a higher sound pressure level at frequencies below 
about 130 Hz. People tend to hear less well at this end of the frequency spectrum. V-8 “muscle” boats 
show considerably higher sound pressure levels throughout the frequency range compared to other boats 
and personal watercraft. All of this is accounted for in the modeling of audibility (refer to the 
“Methodology” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391N Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 10: A Noise Analysis Should Be Conducted in September When Personal Watercraft Use Peaks 


A 


Comment: Why isn’t noise analysis also provided for the personal watercraft peak month of September 
(when personal watercraft use peaks at 38% and other watercraft uses decline to 62% - tables 11 and 16). 
Please provide this data. 


Response: The Harris Miller Miller & Hanson (HMMH 2002) study was commissioned by the National 

Park Service to provide data for use in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. As shown 

in table 13, 48% of the lake was chai. “terized as experiencing high sound levels in August; thus, August 
presented the best opportunity to measure maximum noise levels in the recreation area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391N Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 11: Aircraft Noise Is Not Considered in the Definition of Negligible Impact to Soundscapes 


A 


Comment: There appears a major error regarding the “Negligible” paragraph in the Impact Threshold 
Definitions on page 2!, because there is no reference to the aircraft noise contribution. It is likely net 
negligible in many areas of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 


Response: The definition of negligible in the Final Environmental Impact Statement refers to “human- 
caused noise,” which includes aircraft noise. The analysis of soundscape impacts focuses on the impacts 
of personal watercraft on the soundscape, while the cumulative analysis addresses impacts on the 
soundscape from all sources, including aircraft. The cumulative soundscape impact assessment is 
characterized as a minor to moderate adverse effect under all the alternatives. As a result, there does not 
appear to be a misapplication of the negligible threshold definition. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13910 Sierra Club Organization 


Issue 12: Lack of Quantitative Definitions for Soundscape Impact Thresholds and Impairment Definition 


A 


Comment: Non-quantified terms (“low levels,” “mostly,” “predominate,” “rarely,” “medium levels,” 
“infrequently,” “short durations,” “high levels,” “occasionally,” often,” “medium duration,” “almost all,” 
and “extended periods”) used in the threshold definitions are all ultimately ephemeral and only 
qualitative. Hence, they are subject to arbitrary and capricious interpretation in rulemaking and/or 
determinations as to significant impact. This applies to the impairment definition and determination as 
well. 
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Issue 13: A Report Entitled “Drowning in Noise” Was Not Applied in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 


A 


Issue 14: Additional Information Regarding Personal Watercraft Noise Abatement Technology and Design 
Needs to be Added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement 


A 


Comment: Since 1998, the personal watercraft companies have reduced engine sound levels by up to 70% 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement soundscape analysis, including the threshold 
definitions, was modified to minimize ambiguity and clarify the determinations of personal watercraft 


soundscape impacts. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13910, 1391Q Sierra Club Organization 


Comment: Nowhere in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is there genuine application of a cited 
key Report: “Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of Jet Skis in America” - a Report for the Noise Pollution 
Clearing house, by Charles Komanoff and Howard Shaw, (April, 2000). The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement should specifically apply the key findings of the “Drowning in Noise” Report, including 
“Robinson’s Equation” to assess perceived noise impacts from rapid noise level fluctuations. 


Response: Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of Jet Skis in America (Komanoff and Shaw 2000) is cited in 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements in the discussion of soundscapes in the “Purpose of 
and Need for Action” chapter. Information in the Drowning in Noise report, specifically in relation to 
noise measurement, is consistent with NPS findings. However, NPS findings are appropriately based on 
actual on-site measurements rather than on the Drowning in Noise report. Other interpretations, 
discussions, or conclusions in the Drowning in Noise report are more applicable to an assessment of 
visitor experience. The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains an added discussion about the 
qualitative effect of the distinctive personal watercraft sound signature (refer to the “Visitor Use and 
Experience,” “Methodology” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter). 


“Robinson’s Formula,” according to the Drowning in Noise report, is a quantified approach to 
“annoyance” as a function of variability in the sound source, not just its decibel level. The Fina/ 
Environmental Impact Statement describes the nature of the personal watercraft as a sound source, 
including fluctuations associated with its use. Thus, the phenomenon of variability is reported as part of 
the existing impact on the soundscape from personal watercraft. It is inherent in the effects analysis 
wherever an adverse impact is reported for natural sound. The major application for Robinson’s Formula, 
or at least for recognizing the concept behind it, is in the description of visitor impacts. Where personal 
watercraft are audible, the interpretation of whether or not or to what degree visitors are annoyed is 
related at least in part to sound fluctuation. There is no question that personal watercraft sound, as 
characterized, is annoying to some visitors as is conveyed in the visitor experience section. Given that 
disclosure, and the large variability in circumstances that could be modeled using Robinson’s Formula, it 
is unnecessary to actually do the arithmetic as suggested in this comment. Rather, it is helpful to look at 
the operational parameters that cause the fluctuation and the annoyance, and to develop mitigation 
measures that would reduce or eliminate them. Refer to the responses to comments in the “Visitor Use 
and Experience” section of this volume for additional information. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1391F, 1391P Sierra Club Organization 
1002F Bluewater Network Organization 


and have introduced design changes to not only reduce engine sound intensity, but to reduce the s ound 
pitch that some claim to be annoying. 


SOUNDSCAPES 


Response: The National Park Service appreciaics the information regarding new noise suppression 
designs being used by some personal watercraft manufacturers. The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement refers to the potential noise abatement factors and acknowledge that future designs may 
mitigate sound impacts (see the “Affected Environment” chapter). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344L Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 


Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Use May Impact Critical Habitat 


A 


Comment: | would like to point out that the pollution from these machines is thought by some to pollute 


the shore lines in a way similar to a “bathtub ring”. The area around a body of water, from the shore line 
inland and out into the water, is a critical habitat for wildlife. 


Response: The National Park Service defined the evaluation area for threatened, endangered, and special- 
concern species as the 3,700-foot water surface elevation (the shoreline zone) and uplands within 500 feet 
of Lake Powell’s 3,700-foot water surface elevation or within 500 feet of river shorelines. Much of the 
shoreline inland and out to the water is subject to changes in water levels that fluctuate nearly 50 feet 
vertically and 1,000 feet horizontally during a typical year. Vegetation is generally scarce and poorly 
developed, and unstable water levels associated with reservoir operations provide limited opportunities 
for vegetation to grow. Development and long-term maintenance of sensitive vegetation communities are 
dependent on the suitable combination and distribution of adequate conditions such as soil, slope, water 
depth, and hydrology. The fluctuation of the lake, which either floods or drains shoreline areas, makes it 
difficult for sensitive vegetation and wildlife species to survive. This is particularly apparent during 
periods of prolonged low-water, where soil conditions allow many fast-growing annual and perennial 
species, such as saltcedar, to invade the exposed shoreline because they are more tolerant of the 
conditions. 


As defined in the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, critical habitat is a specific geographic area 
that is essential for the conservation of endangered or threatened species. The Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements identify and delineate the geographic extent of the critical habitat 
established for four endangered fish species: razorback sucker, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, 
and bonytail chub (see table 16 under the “Threatened, Endangered, and Special-Concern Species” section 
in the “Affected Environment” chapter). Critical habitat for these fish at sensitive river inlets would not 
likely be adversely affected by pollution because use in river inlets during peak season is typically less 
than 5% and does not occur over extended periods of time. Pollutants from personal watercraft and other 
motorized watercraft are more intense closer to the marinas than in river inlets where critical habitat 
(delineated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) is present (Federal Register 50 CFR part 17, March 21, 
1994). Critical habitat for Mexican spotted owl, the southwestern willow flycatcher, the California 
condor, and the Navajo sedge are also present in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, but are not 
located within the personal watercraft use area. 


In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see letter 01137 in this volume), has concurred with the 
NPS determination that the three alternatives, including alternative B in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement are “not likely to adversely affect” threatened and endangered species or critical habitat. The 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides further mitigation measures to protect park 
resources. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), restrictions on carbureted two-stroke 
engines in 2012 would result in beneficial impacts on the overall aquatic ecosystem and on endemic fish 
populations. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified preferred 
alternative (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use), if implemented, would not 
result in an impairment of threatened or endangered species or critical habitat. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1177A, 1177E Individual 
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THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 


Issue 2: Incomplete Assessment of Impacts on Wildlife and Certain Threatened and Endangered Species 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately assess the adverse effects that 
personal watercraft use has or may have on some threatened and endangered bird species such as 
peregrine falcons, bald eagles, and western yellow-billed cuckoos. 


Response: \nformation on the distribution and potential presence of peregrine falc ons, bald eagles, and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos was obtained from habitat inventories, databases, und other research 
projects conducted for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area planning purposes, as well as through 
observations of qualified experts and recreation area staff. The National Park Service has consulted and 
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (see U.S. Fi.:i and Wildlife Service responses in appendix H.1, and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources responses in appendix H.2 


and appendix H.3, respectively). 


Each of these species has been assessed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see the 
“Methodology” and “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” sections in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter). Factors that affect the degree of interaction (i.e., the effects of duration and intensity) with these 
species are influenced by the species’ lack of critical habitat designation in the evaluation area, transient 
or seasonal use of the recreation area by the species, and limited distribution of sensitive habitat. 
Therefore, exposure of these species during periods of potential personal watercraft use is limited. The 
National Park Service believes that the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements adequately 
address the potential behavioral changes of these species in proportion to the potential exposure to 
personal watercraft use under each alternative. 


In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has concurred with the NPS determination that the three 
alternatives (including alternative B, the preferred alternative) are “not likely to adversely affect” 
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat (see letter 01137 in this volume). The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement provides further 
mitigation measures to protect park resources. Under the modified preferred alternative, restrictions on 
carbureted two-stroke engines in 2012 would likely result in beneficial impacts on the overa!l aquatic 
ecosystem and on endemic fish populations. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service 
finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) (including the provision for continued personal 
watercraft use), if implemented, would not result in an impairment of threatened or endangered species or 
critical habitat. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1168G American Canoe Association Organization 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 
Issue 1: Lack of Site-Specific Data 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement section on personal watercra® impacts upon 
threatened and endangered (T/E) species also lacks sufficient site specific data. Once more, it appears that 
no research was conducted to determine personal watercraft impacts upon the federally listed species 
found at Glen Canyon. However, despite the NPS’s lack of data, the Park Service concludes that its 
preferred alternative would not “adversely affect” T/E species. Again, Bluewater Network believes the 
lack of pertinent information makes it impossible for the National Park Service to support this conclusion. 


Response: A summary of the NPS rulemaking and associated personal watercraft litigation is contained 
under “Personal Watercraft Regulatory Framework” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter. The 
National Park Service believes it has complied with the court order and has assessed the impacts of 
personal watercraft on those resources specified by the judge, as well as other resources that could be 
affected. These analyses were done for every applicable impact topic with the best available data, as 
required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). Where data was lacking, best professional judgment 
prevailed using assumptions and extrapolations from scientific literature, other park units where personal 
watercraft are used, and personal observations of park staff. 


In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has concurred with the NPS determination that the three 
alternatives (including alternative B, the preferred alternative) are “not likely to adversely affect” 
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat (see letter 01137 in this volume). The modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement provides further 
mitigation measures to protect park resources. Under the modified preferred alternative, restrictions on 
carbureted two-stroke engines in 2012 would likely result in beneficial impacts on the overall aquatic 
ecosystem and on endemic fish populations. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service 
finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) presented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use), if implemented, would not 
result in an impairment of threatened or endangered species or critical habitat. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002X Bluewater Network Organization 
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VISITOR CONFLICTS AND SAFETY 


Affected Environment 
Issue 1: National Safety Data Not Adequately Assessed 


A 


Comment: A flaw in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is its failure to adequately assess the 
safety threat posed to park visitors by personal watercraft use. The EA does not adequately analyze 
existing accident data available from the United States Coast Guard (USCG). The information considered 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement with respect to safety is limited to 1997 data on accident 
numbers and injuries and the 1998 National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) report. More diligent 
research into the USCG Boating Accident Report Database (BARD) would have also found that personal 
watercraft, which comprise only 6.5% of vessels, are involved in 55% of all vessel-on vessel collisions, 
that 70% of all personal watercraft accidents are collisions, and that personal watercraft are more than 3 
times as likely to strike a person swimming in the water as other vessels. 


Response: \ncidents involving watercraft of all types, including personal watercraft, are reported to and 
logged by NPS staff. A very small proportion of incidents on the lake are estimated to go unreported. The 
accident data for the three-year period (1999 through 2001) displays a consistent pattern and differs from 
nationally reported results for all watercraft. In the “Visitor Conflicts and Visitor Safety” section of the 
“Affected Environment” chapter, it is reported that personal watercraft represent 26% of the total boat 
days and 18% of the total operating hours on the lake but represented 14% of all watercraft accidents over 
the three-year time period. While personal injury rates for personal watercraft were somewhat higher, they 
did not exceed 24% of all watercraft personal injuries, or approximately equal to their representation in 
the population of all watercraft. 


Accident information generated by the U. S. Coast Guard has been incorporated into the “Summary of 
National Information of the Effects of Personal Watercraft” section of the “Purpose of aid Need for 
Action” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1168D American Canoe Association Organization 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement discloses that personal watercraft accounted for 
26% or 218,882 boat days on Lake Powell in 2001. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement also 
makes the claim that “Nationally, some data suggest that personal watercraft have higher accident rates 
that other watercraft.” While this may or may not be true, Lake Powell specific data show that personal 
watercraft are under represented in accident/death rates! Why mention what some data “suggest” when 
actual, on site data show just the opposite? 


Response: The “Issues and Impact Topics” section of the “Purpose of and Need for Action” vnapter 
addresses potential issues and impact topics that were brought forth during public scoping and through the 
interdisciplinary planning process. Under NPS Director's Order 12, issues are defined as problems that 
any of the alternatives may cause, or they may be questions, concerns, problems, or other relationships, 
including beneficial ones. Issues alert the reader as to what the environmental problems might be if an 
action is taken. The national research presented in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter was used 
as part of the scoping process to help identify potential issues related to personal watercraft use. Actual 
data for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area are available and were used for the analysis and 
compared to the national data in order to address the issue. It is the obligation of the agency to respond to 
reasonable issues that fall within the scope of a federal action. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239K Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 
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Affected Environment 


Issue 2: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Does Not Address Higher Rate of Personal Watercraft Fires 
and Explosions 


A 


Comment: The analysis downplays the threat personal watercraft pose to the visiting public because it 
clearly lacks discussion or reference to several important studies and reports. There is no discussion 
regarding personal watercraft fire and explosion hazards. Recent USCG safety data suggest that both the 
number of fires and the injuries associated with those fires have increased more than 300% since 1995. A 
recent study by the University of Florida (UF) found that personal watercraft represent a greater threat to 
child safety than conventional boats. 


Response: According to the National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA 2001b), personal 
watercraft manufacturers have sold roughly 1.2 million watercraft during the last 10 years. Of the 

1.2 million personal watercraft sold, the U.S. Coast Guard had only 90 reports of fires/explosions fron. 
1995 through 1999. This is less than 1% of personal watercraft reporting problems associated with 
fires/explosions. As far as the recall campaigns conducted by Kawasaki and Bombardier, the problems 
that were associated with fuel tanks were fixed. Kawasaki conducted a recall for potentially defective fuel 
filler necks and fuel tank outlet gaskets on 23,579 personal watercraft between 1989 and 1990. The fuel 
tank problems were eliminated in Kawasaki's newer models, and the 1989 and 1990 models are most 
likely not in use anymore, since the average operating life of a personal watercraft is 5 to 10 years, 
depending on the source. The Personal Watercraft Industry Association believes the typical operating life 
of a personal watercraft rental is three years and approximately five to seven years for a privately owned 
vessel (PWIA 2002a). Bombardier also did a recall for its 1993, 1994, and 1995 models to reassess 
possible fuel tank design flaws. However, the number of fue! tanks that had to be recalled was a very 
small percent of the 1993, 1994, and 1995 fleets because fuel tank sales only amounted to 2.16% of the 
total fleet during this period (USCG n.d.). The replacement fuel tanks differed from those installed in the 
watercraft subject to the recall in that the replacement tanks had revised filler neck radiuses. Also, the 
installation procedure now requires revised torque specifications, and the fuel sytem must successfully 
complete a pressure leak test. Bombardier found that the major factor contributing to personal watercraft 
fires/explosions was over-torquing of the gear clamp. Bombardier was legally required by the Coast 
Guard to fix 9.72% of the recalled models. Out of 125,349 recalls, the company repaired 48,370 units, 
which was approximately 38% of the total recall. 


Fuel tank and engine problems that could be associated with personal watercraft fires have been reduced 
since the National Marine Manufacturers Association set requirements for meeting manufacturing 
regulations established by the Coast Guard. Many companies even choose to participate in the more 
stringent Certification Program administered by the association. The association verifies the boat model 
lines annually, or whenever a new product is put on the market, to ensure that they satisfy not only Coast 
Guard regulations but also the more rigorous standards based on those established by the American Boat 
and Yacht Council. There is no indication in park accident records that personal watercraft represent 
higher fire or explosion hazards than other watercraft. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AB, 1002G Bluewater Network Organization 
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Boater Education 
Issue 1: Lake Permit and Education Should be Mandatory 


A 


Comment: | believe the basic problem is reduction of user conflicts. Perhaps a lake permit could be made 
a requirement, with a mandatory education pamphlet and a short test to make a clear message to users 
how they can use the lake without detracting too much from other use. 


Response: The states of Arizona and Utah mandate the current operational age of personal watercraft 
users. The licensing of boat or personal watercraft operators rests with the state governments and is not 
the mandate of the federal government. Currently the state of Utah provides an extensive and nationally 
recognized mandatory education program for personal watercraft users. The National Park Service will 
continue to support this existing program. In addition, under the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B), enhanced educational materials and programs highlighting personal watercraft issues 
would be distributed to the public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
200B, 821B, 7D, 383A, 835A, Individual 


387B, 389A, 1288B, 240B, 226A, 
112A, 1183A, 903B, 317B, 1087C 


72 


Impacts from Other Vessels 
Issue 1: Flat-Wake Areas for Only One Class of Watercraft Are Unsafe 


A 


Comment: There is no rationale that would require personal watercraft to operate at flat-wake speeds in 
areas where conventional boats could travel at unlimited speeds. personal watercraft, in fact, produce 
fewer waves as a result of their operation, and therefore create less of an erosion problem. Forcing one 
type of boat to operate at flat-wake speeds poses serious health risks for their operators. 


Response: The plan was not designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental 
damage to park resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was 
consistent with Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and 
objectives. The overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between Bluewater 
Network and the National Park Service (see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action™ 
chapter). An analysis was done on the management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of 
the settlement agreement. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National 
Park Service may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage personal watercraft use at Glen 
Canyon, or may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. 


The analysis for each alternative was based on the best information available. Under alternative B (the 
modified preferred alternative), the management actions for the San Juan, Escalante, Colorado, and Dirty 
Devil Rivers would be implemented to reduce visitor conflicts with river rafters, fishermen, and 
backcountry hikers; promote opportunities for visitor enjoyment; and ensure visitor safety. 


Under Utah State law, all boaters must operate at flat-wake speeds or idle speed within 150 feet of another 
boat, a person in or floating on the water, a waterskier (except those being towed), a shore fisherman, a 
launching ramp, a dock, or a designated swimming area. Arizona State law requires all boaters to operate 
at flat-wake speeds within 60 feet of another vessel. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) 
addresses signing, buoys, and boater education that will encourage other watercraft operators’ observance 
of safe boating practices. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1175C American Watercraft Association Organization 
Form | Individual 
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Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 
Issue 1: Concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Study Evaluation of Personal Watercraft Safety 


Issues 


A 


Comment: impact assessment for visitor corflicts and safety is inadequate. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement contradicts itself in the comments for alternative C. The impression left is that this is not 
an objective assessment, but rather a biased attempt to support a preselected action, not based in fact. How 
can the Draft Environmental Impact Statement acknowledge a 20% reduction in accidents (direct, 
beneficial, short-term, moderate) in one sentence and in the next sentence allege that in the long term 
accidents would be at least as high as Alt A?? This is utterly illogical. 


Response: The analysis of personal watercraft use assumed that, with a ban on personal watercraft, the 
total number of watercraft operating hours on the lake would be decreased. Because personal watercraft 
and other watercraft have similar accident rates on the lake, the number of total accidents would be 
reduced proportional to the reduction in personal watercraft operating hours. This, however, would be a 
short-term effect. Based on national park system use trends, it is assumed that total watercraft operating 
hours under alternative C would recover by 2012 to use levels similar to the range predicted under 
alternatives A and B. This would be due to either natural growth in visitation (assuming a 2% annual 
increase in use) or increased visitation by individuals who previously avoided the recreation area because 
of personal watercraft disturbance and choose to visit in their absence. 


This would result in a long-term accident rate under alternative C that would be similar to the long-term 
rate under alternative A. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Afiiliation: 
3E Individual 
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VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 
Affected Environment 


Issue 1: Survey Concerning Visitor Satisfaction Doesn't Take Into Consideration People Who Don’t Recreate 
at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area Due to Motorized Activity 


A Comment: The University of Minnesota survey does not include potential visitors who do not recreate at 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area because of the way it is currently managed. The results of the 
survey present a skewed conclision that there is little support for a ban on personal watercraft. 


Response: There is both documented and anecdotal evidence that a segment of the recreating public 
chooses not to visit Glen Canyon National Recreation Area because of conditions that they expect or 
perceive to be unacceptable. While existing data is not sufficient to quantitatively predict the effect of 
personal watercraft management actions on visitor behavior, the available data and the opinion of NPS 
professionals suggest that a segment of the recreating public would choose to visit the recreation area if 
there were no personal watercraft, or personal watercraft use was curtailed over portions of the lake. 


Using this professional judgment and the methodology described in the “Environmental Consequences” 
chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the environmental analysis evaluates the expected 
effect on each segment of the visiting public. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002Y Bluewater Network Organization 
1180F Individual 


Issue 2: Concerns with Draft Environmental Impact Statement Evaluation of Personal Watercraft Safety 
Issues 


4 Comment: The conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning motorized personal 
watercraft safety relative to other types of watercraft hinge on the percentage of personal watercraft 
accidents (14%) and personal injuries (20%) versus the estimation of personal watercraft boat days in 
2001 (26%). James et al. reports that only 22% of personal watercraft users listed personal watercraft as 
their primary watercraft. Many personal watercraft spend significant time being towed or carried by their 
primary watercraft. Simply multiplying the estimated number of personal watercraft by the average length 
of stay substantially overstates actual personal watercraft use. Given the size of Lake Powell, it is fair to 
estimate that personal watercraft belonging to the 78% of parties using other boat(s) as primary watercraft 
are being towed or carried for at least 40% of the average length of stay for personal watercraft. Adjusting 
for this factor (using the data in table 16, p.127) gives an estimate of 151,446 personal watercraft boat 
days out of 773,154 total, or 19.6% of total. The “Water Quality” section of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, personal watercraft engine hours are estimated at only 18% of total (table 29, p.168). 


Response: The environments! analysis presented in the “Visitor Con! icts and Visitor Safety” section in 
the “Environmental Conszquences™ chapter has been changed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to reflect that personal watercraft account for 18% of all watercraft operating hours and 
represent 14% of all accidents and 20% of personal injuries. 


Public Comment. Commenter: Affiliation: 
1180C Individual 
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Vestror USE AND EXPERIENCE 


Issue 3: Additional Information Needed on the Natural Zone and the Recreational and Resource Utilization 


Zone 


A 


Comment. The Final Environmental Impact Statement should include a map that identifies the Natural 
Zone and the Recreation and Resource Utilization Zone in the analysis area, and include additional detail 
regarding the purposes and objectives for these two zones. The impact of each alternative on whether the 
Natural Zone qualifies for wilderness designation, as recommended in the last Management Plan, should 
be described in the document. 


Response: A map of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area’s management zones has been added to the 
“General Project Setting” section of the “Affected Environment” chapter in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, along with an additional description of the zones’ objectives. See comments and 
responses in the “Soundscapes” section of this volume 2. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393Z Environmenial Protection Agency Public Agency 
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Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue 1: Alternative B Denies the Public Use and Enjoyment of River Tributaries, and Restrictions Are Not 
Justified Based on the Level of Use 


A Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement ignores the fact that muscle-powered users have 
the vast bulk of the Colorado river system plus the entre Grand Canyon available for their exclusive use. 
This information would have helped decision makers and the general public evaluate alternatives. We 
point out that sharing this relative short section, which ts regularly inundated to become flat water at high 
lake levels should not be too much of a burden to those who seek a “primitive” or nonmotorized 
recreational experience. The same comments apply to the affected sections of the Escalante, Dirty Devil. 
and San Juan rivers. Alternative B unfairly denies the public the use and enjoyment of these areas. The 
decision to adopt alternative B, in light o. the lack of documented harm to the environment, ts arbitrary 
and capricious and contrary to the management mandate contained tn the enabling legislation. 


Response: Upstream river travel by personal watercraft and other vessels ts already restricted through the 
Superintendent's Compendium as specified under alternative A. which ts the continuation of current 
conditions. See table 4 for specific restrictions. These areas of the rivers were restricted because of a high 
poi nual for visitor conflict and to protect visitor health and satety. The management actions under the 
modified preferred alternative (alternative B) for the San Juan, Escalante. Colorado, and Dirty Devil 
Rivers would additionally restrict travel downstream on the same stretches of river as under alternative A. 
and would also restrict access in both directions on 10 additional miles of the Dirty Devil River and 23 
miles on the Colorado River. Based on the best available information, the National Park Service would 
implement these restrictions on the rivers to reduce visitor conflicts with river rafters. fishermen. and 
backcountry hikers: promote opportunities for visitor enjoyment: and ensure Visitor safety. 


Puhlic Comment. Commenter Affiliation. 
1239N Ltah Shared Access Alliance Organization 


Issue 2: Protection of Resources Under the Recreation Area's Enabling Legislation and General 
Management Plan 


A Comment. The map on page 129 and table 17 on page 128 do not provide information about the use of all 
tributaries since those tributaries are not broken out of the figures. For example. use zone 9 includes the 
Escalante River along with the reservoir above and below the river. There ts no information regarding the 
level of use on the Escalante River or how much of the river ts actually used. This capability to determine 
whether the restrictions under alternative B would be effective. 


Response: Figure 13 and table 19 represent the broad management zones used by Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area for parkwide use analysis. The University of Minnesota study (James 2000) used these 

zones to capture Visitor trip itineraries and was not used to analyze use or Management actions proposed 
for the tributary river canyons. Table 2] provides use estimates that are specific to the areas of proposed 
action. 


Public Comment: Commenter Affiliation: 
1245D Sterra Club. Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 3: There Is Inadequate Data on Perceptions of Nonmotorized V atercraft Users 


A Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately examine the adverse impacts 
of personai watercraft use to canoeist and kayakers. There ts no evidence that the National Park Service 
surveyed paddler perceptions of Lake Powell. the lake's appeal (or lack thereof) to canoetsts and 
kayakers. or how personal watercraft impact their visitor experience. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement appears to rely on visitation data and surveys that reflect little input from paddlers. 
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Visitor USt AND ENPERIENCI 


Response: The University of Minnesota survey (James 2000) representatively sampled all boaters in order 
to develop the analysis presented in the report. The sample included nonmotorized watercraft users, 
including canoeists and kayakers: these users represented approximately 4° of watercraft in the survey. 
While this is a small sample. the analysis of effects on these user groups is qualitatively addressed in the 
“Visitor Experience” section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter. The best available data and 
professional judgment were used to analyze the effects of personal watercraft on recreation area visitors. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1 168E American Canoe Association Organization 


Issue 4: Conclusions Drawn from University of Minnesota Study Are Incorrect. It Does Not Include a 
National Sample and Underestimates Public's Perception of Personal Watercraft Impact 


A 


Comment. The University of Minnesota study (James 2000) states that personal watercraft do not impact 
the recreational experience of national recreation area Visitors, yet their own results appear to reveal the 
opposite. On page six of the study. table four shows that three of the top four problems cited by non- 
personal watercraft users are related to personal watercraft operation (unsafe personal watercraft 
operation, personal watercraft congestion, personal watercraft conflicts). Without a complete, fair, and 
comprehensive public opinion survey which includes the beliefs of park visitors who may be forced out of 
Glen Canyon due to personal waiercraft operation. the Draft Environmental Impact Statement” sections on 
Visitor use and visitor conflicts are incomplete. 


Response: The University of Minnesota study was conducted using standard social science methodologies 
and received peer review of its conclusions. The study was limited to visitors to Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. The results of the study were combined with other data and professional judgment that 
enabled qualitative predictions of the effects of the alternatives on the full range of recreation area visitors 
and potential visitors. 


Public Comment Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002 Bluewater Network Organization 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: Assumptions that Personal Watercraft Use Would be Replaced by Other Watercraft Use Is 
Unsubstantiated and Visitors Using More Than One Type of Watercraft Were Not Counted Twice 


A 


Comment. Table 3 states.” Visitors who did not use personal watercraft would generally perceive minor 
to moderate, short-term benefits. These benefits would decline to negligible in the long term. Other 
cumulative effects would be negligible.” There does not seem to be any rationale for this conclusion. Why 
does the National Park Service conclude there would only be a perception of “moderate, short-term 
benefits” which would decline to “negligible in the long term?” What research yielded such a result? At 
one point the National Park Service asserts that there would be approximately a 25° decrease in 
watercraft if personal watercraft are banned from the reservoir. This would be dramatic in some areas. 
The National Park Service at one point concludes that this drop in watercraft would eventually disappear 
and that former personal watercraft users would soon return with other watercraft. This requires that the 
National Park Service knows that all of the personal watercraft users wished only to recreate in the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area and would soon replace the personal watercraft with other watercraft 
and return. This totally discounts that some if not most personal watercraft users choose primarily the 
torm of recreation and only secondarily choose where to recreate. It is entirely more likely that personal 
Watercraft users will seek sites where such use is permitted. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement also notes that the personal watercraft is often only one of the 
watercraft that arrives with group of users. Powerboat users and house boat users are also personal 
Watercraft users. From reading the Draft Environmental Impact Statement it is not clear that users of more 
than one kind of watercraft do not get counted twice for some analyses. If half of all personal watercraft 
are part of a group of craft used by a single group of users. then the results of banning personal watercraft 
may result in fewer motcrized watercraft users returning since half of the personal watercraft users were 
already using other watercraft on the reservoir. 


Response: The analysis in the Final Environmental Impact Statement carries forward the assumption from 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that following a ban on personal watercraft the total number of 
Watercraft operating hours on the lake would be decreased in the short-term. Based on national park 
system use trends, it is assumed. however. that total watercraft operating hours under alternative C would 
recover by 2012 to use levels similar to the range predicted under alternatives A and B. This would be due 
to either natural growth in visitation (assuming a 2° annual increase in use) or increased visitation by 
individuals who previously avoided the recreation area because of personal watercraft but who would 
choose to visit 1f personal watercraft were absent. 


Public Comment Commenter. Affiliation: 
1245H Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 2: Personal Watercraft Ban Does Not Automatically Lead to Decrease in Use 


4 


Comment. The assumption that a personal watercraft ban at Glen Canyon will automatically result in a 
decrease in park visitation is highly questionable. NPS data shows that parks that ban personal watercraft 
may actually see increases in visitation. From the most recent visitation data (January through August). 
the National Park Service reports that at the 13 parks that banned personal watercraft on April 22. 2002. 
park visitation increased on average by 7° over 2001 counts. In fact. at Delaware Water Gap and 
Gateway, the two national recreation areas on the list. park visitation has actually increased by more than 
10° as compared to last year. By contrast. from the same visitation data cited above. at the eight parks 
where personal watercraft use has continued. park visitation is down 10°. At Glen Canyon, park 
Visitation ts also down 10"> from last year. These numbers clearly shows that personal watercraft bans do 
not automatically lead to reduced visitation. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been changed and includes an analysis of use 
trends within units of the national park system compared to use trends within Glen Canyon National 
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VisiToR USE AND EXPERIENCE 


Recreation Area. The analysis indicates that over the past decade, use within NPS units increased on 
average by 0.3% per year. Within parks that have characteristics that allow personal watercraft nearly 
similar to Glen Canyon (e¢.g., water-based, seashores and lakeshores, recreation areas, western parks, or 
large popular parks), use increased on average by 1.05°o annually over the past decade. Use at units that 
allow personal watercraft increased by an average 0.26°o annually. While personal watercraft use at 
Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area and Gateway National Recreation increased at the rates 
noted in the comment, it should also be noted that these two areas sustained 1|.2°o and 4.1°%o average 
annual growth, respectively, over a 10-year period, compared with an average annual decrease of 4.8% 
and 2.6° 0, respectively. for Big Horn Canyon National Recreation Area and Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. There ts no evidence that these trends were strongly influenced by the presence or 
absence of personal watercraft. 


A visitor use forecast range of -2°o and +2° average annual change was used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement to 2012. Using this range enables the impact analysis for resources, such as air and 
water quality, to be viewed in a range of use scenarios that will enhance the ability to make decisions. The 
effects of the alternatives on visitor experience and visitor safety continue to be analyzed qualitatively, so 
as not to be dependent on specific forecasts of visitor use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
LOO2AF Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 3: Provide an Explanation of How Estimates of Personal Watercraft Use in the Tributaries Were 
Derived 


A 


Comment: What ts the source of the estimates provided in table 18 on page 131 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement? These show that the estimated use in the restricted areas is very small. 


Response: The estimates are based on the observations of NPS staff who patrol the areas that are included 
within alternative B (the modified preferred alternative). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245B Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 


Issue 4: Need to Evaluate the Effects of Personal Watercraft on Nonmotorized Users 


A 


Comment. The National Park Service needs to consider the balance of recreational opportunities and 
whether or not it is providing an adequate range of recreational opportunities. In terms of this particular 
environmental impact statement the National Park Service needs to determine if personal watercraft 
contribute to the lack of human centered recreation. This could be difficult to assess but it could be 
attempted. The Glen Canyon National Recreation Area could review records for any organized permitted 
kayak or canoe trips on the reservoir. Such groups could be contacted and given a survey about the 
impacts of motorized use on their experiences and the effects of personal watercraft in particular. In 
addition the National Park Service could contact user groups of kayakers and canocists to survey attitudes 
towards encountering personal watercraft during recreational excursions. 


An additional survey of the desired experience of non-boat users and back-country users should be 
conducted to assess the perspectives of these users. 
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Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Response: Alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) currently provides for a three-year pilot 
study to further cvaluate personal watercraft use areas. Potential restrictions of personal watercraft use in 
other locations of the recreation area would be evaluated at that time. The purpose of the pilot study and a 
description of how it would be implemented are provided in appendix C. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1245F Sierra Club Organization 
1391K Sierra Club, Utah Chapter Organization 
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WATER QUALITY 


Affected Environment 


Issue 1: Add Information on MTBE (methyl tertiary butyl ether) 


A 


Comment. Why is MTBE incorporated into the water quality methodology? Why was a high percentage 
of MTBE in gasoline used in the calculations? MTBE ts being replaced by components such as ethanol. 


Response: The methodology described in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter and appendix G 
uses an MTBE concentration in gasoline of 15°o. This represents a general maximum concentration of 
this additive. Inclusion of this value is consistent with the intent of the method to estimate “what could 
happen.” In the water quality analysis, an ecotoxicological benchmark for MTBE of 51,000 pg L was 
used. The calculations, as well as the water quality testing. found only a negligible impact from MTBE at 
Glen Canyon. Use of MTBE ts being reduced, and several states have implemented or are planning bans 
or dramatic reductions on the sale of gasoline containing MTBE. For an overview of current MTBE use 
and phase-out, please see the August 2002 Department of Energy publication Controversial Additive, 
MTBE, is Gradually Phased Out by States (www.bioproducts- 

bioenergy.gov news displayrecentarticle.asp?idarticle=1 3). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239C Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 


Issue 2: Clarify Utah State Water Quality Regulations Including Designated Uses for the Lake and Drinking 
Water Intake Locations 


Comment: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should list all designated uses for the Lake. 


Response: Designated uses for Lake Powell (in Arizona and Utah) are listed in the “Water Quality” 
section of the “Affected Environment” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393K Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: Presence and location of drinking water intakes not addressed in the “Affected Environment” 
section. 


Response: Information on the locations of the drinking water intakes near Hite Marina and at Glen 
Canyon Dam has been added to the “Affected Environment” chapter in the “Water Quality” section. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393K Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment: Utah's anti-degradation policy is undergoing review, verify accuracy before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is complete. 


Affected Environment 


Response: Utah's water quality antidegradation policy is discussed in the “Water Quality™ section of the 
“Affected Environment” chapter. The Water Quality Division of Utah’s Department of Environmental 
Quality was contacted regarding the status of the current antidegradation policy. As of February 5, 2003. 
the rule was still under review. The existing regulation will be used to guide management decisions until 
any changes are published by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137F US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


Issue 3: Data Presentation and Analysis incomplete for PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) and Other 
Fuel Components 


A 


Comment. Regarding properties of benzo(a)pyrene: “Oysters and bluegills are susceptible to buildup, but 
mudsuckers and sculpins show no tendency toward accumulation.” This statement should have a 
reference, because it implies the results of a study. 


Response: The reference regarding benzo(a)pyrene as cited in the Final Environmental Imnact Statement 
is EPA 2002. Technical Factsheet on: Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH). This reference is 
available on the Internet at http: www.epa.gov OGWDW dwh t-soc pahs.html. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137E US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


Comment: The discussion does not contain enough information to evaluate whether the design or results 
of the study are applicable to Lake Powell and its biota. Are striped bass more similar to bluegills or 
sculpins? Are catfish more similar to oysters or mudsuckers? Is benzo(a)pyrene more or less likely to 
build up in the Lake Powell ecosystem? 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement acknowledge that little is known about the specific 
behaviors and environmental effects of many PAH, including benzo(a)pyrene. Toxicity data for the 
species inhabiting Lake Powell were not available for the gasoline components analyzed using the water 
quality methodology. Freshwater benchmarks, obtained from peer-reviewed literature, were used for 
calculation of both ecological and human health threshold volumes. See appendix G for details on the 
approach for evaluating surface water quality impacts. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
11375 US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


Issue 4: Data Collection (Water Quality Sampling) and Presentation 


A 


Comment. Presenting average values for water quality testing samples, infers complete mixing of lake 
waters. 


Response: Inclusion of average values was not intended to infer that lake waters are mixed. but rather to 
show the reader a mean value for relative comparison to measured maximum and minimum values. The 
“average Values” have been removed from table 8. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
905D. 90SE Individual 
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WATER QUALITY 


Cc 


Comment: The need to sample Wahweap Marina is called to attention based on the results at Bullfrog 
Marina sample where benzene concentrations were elevated. 


Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), the National Park Service would 
implement a water quality monitoring program at Lake Powell. This program will be guided by the 
Technical Advisory Committee, and is detailed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement description 
of alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) in the “Alternatives” chapter. Locations selected for 
ongoing testing will be chosen to maximize use of data in making appropriate management decisions. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
90S5E Individual 


Comment: On page 83. the National Park Service appears to make the assumption that the national 
recreation area's water quality is good by the apparent visual clarity of the lake. However, despite the fact 
that the National Park Service stated in appendix D that it doesn’t have site-specific transparency data, 
water clarity ts not a good indication of water quality. 


Response: The text referred to by the commenter discusses water quality indicators near marinas and 
fucling stations. Away from high-use areas “waters are clear and appear clean to the casual observer.” 
This statement simply provides a comparison for the reader regarding observable water quality 
parameters. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AC Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 5: Insufficient Detail of Monitoring Plan and Marina Best Management Practices Information 
Pertaining to Persistent Hydrocarbon Constituents 


A 


Comment: Monitoring should also be done in drinking water intakes to assure that drinking water 
standards are met for Arizona and Utah. 


Response: Water quality monitoring at the Hite drinking water intake would take place under all 
alternatives addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The water quality monitoring 
program would be directed by the Technical Advisory Committee, formed in 1996 to protect Lake 
Powell's water quality. The plan would ensure that water quality complies with state regulations and 
criteria and is consistent with requirements of the Clean Water Act. 


The drinking water intake at Glen Canyon Dam, which serves the town of Page. AZ, is under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation. The National Park Service has no authority to access this site to 
obtain water quality samples. 


Potabie water obtained from Lake Powell is tested after treatment at both the Hite and Page water 
treatment plants. The localities are responsible for the final quality of the drinking water, in addition to the 
state requirements for the quality of the drinking water source. 


The “Water Quality” section in the “Affected Environment” chapter has been revised to include additional 
information regarding the drinking water intakes at Hite and Page. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393K Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Affected Environment 


Issue 6: Establish Whether Personal Watercraft Use Is Violating or Has the Potential to Violate State- 
Adopted Water Quality Standards, Including Impairment of Utah's Drinking Water Source Criteria 


A 


Comment: Page 83 includes a discussion of marina activities and notes evidence of a “rainbow sheen™ at 
these sites. Utah Water Quality Standards (R317-2, Utah Administrative Code) include a narrative 
standard which establishes that “it shall be unlawful ... to discharge or ctherwise place waste or other 
substance in such a way as will be or may become offensive such as unnatural deposits, floating debris, 
oil, scum, or ovher nuisances such as color, odor or taste.” 


Response: The Utah Department of Environmental Protection, Water Quality Division, was contacted for 
interpretation of Water Quality Standard R317-2. The term “oil scum” is not intended to equate to the 
“rainbow sheen” commonly seen on water surfaces at fueling stations and marinas. These sheens are 
generally localized and transient. The sheen itself was not tested during water quality sampling for this 
assessment. Suggestions regarding sampling locations and techniques would be incorporated into the 
water quality monitoring program proposed under alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Recognizing that the presence of the sheen does indicate degraded 
water quality, the text in the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been changed to acknowledge 
temporary. localized degradation of water quality. Because the sheen results from combined marina and 
fueling activities, it was not possible to determine the specific personal watercraft-related contribution to 
this transient water quality issue. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
mitigation measures to further protect park waters. Under the modified preferred alternative. 

(alternative B) personal watercraft engines would be 100° compliant with EPA 2006 emission standards 
after 2012. further reducing petroleum-related pollution. Based on the analysis presented, the National 
Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) (including the provision for 
continued personal watercraft use), if implemented, would not result in an impairment of park water 
quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393F Environmental Protection Agency Public Agence 


Comment: Address whether Arizona anti-degradation regulations or water quality standards would be 
violated. If the visible sheen, or numeric concentrations of individual chemicals are in violation of 
standards, the water quality effects should be designated “major™ rather than “negligible to minor.” 
According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a “major” impact is present where “chemical. 
physical or biological water quality standards or criteria would be locally slightly and singularly exceeded 
on a short-term and temporary basis. 


Response: Lake Powell is an Arizona Tier II water body, and existing water quality “shall be maintained 
and protected. Water quality shall not be lowered to a level that does not comply with applicable water 
quality standards” (Arizona Administrative Code R18-1 1-107; see the “Water Quality” section. “Affected 
Environment” chapter). The NPS water quality sampling preformed at Lake Powell did not show that any 
Arizona water quality criteria were exceeded. As shown in table 9 in the “Affected Environment” chapter. 
Arizona standards are not as stringent as those for Utah, with the exception of naphthalene. The 3.43 pg L 
benzene concentration found at Bullfrog Marina ts below the Arizona criteria of 5 pg L for drinking water 
sources. No impairment of Arizona designated uses for the waters of Lake Powell would be anticipated 
under any of the alternatives analyzed in this assessment. The conclusions contained in the “Water 
Quality” section of the Final Environmental Impact Statement text have been changed to reflect this 
finding. 


WATER QUALITY 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
mitigation measures to further protect water quality in the recreation area. If implemented, the modified 
preferred alternative would provide an important step toward substantially reducing petroleum-related 
pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke engines in 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393F Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 7: Need to Discuss Impacts on Water Quality Below the Dam 


A 


Comment. Pollutants discharged into Lake Powell can have detrimental impacts upon water quality. 
endangered species, public health, and wildlife downstream. Despite the fact that oil dumped in Lake 
Powell will impact resources and wildlife downstream from the national recreaticn area, the National Park 
Service makes no mention of it in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


Response: The National Park Service established the project area for this analysis to coincide with the 
areas of personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Analysis of downstream 
impacts is outside the scope and mandate of this assessment. However, uses of Lake Powell could affect 
the quality of water downstream. The water quality analysis revealed that negligible to minor adverse 
effects occur due to personal watercraft use on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Measured water 
quality showed that no established water quality criteria were exceeded, with the exception of benzene. As 
discussed in the “Water Resources” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter, only half of 
the PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) and other gasoline components are emitted from personal 
watercraft, which is the sole subject of this assessment. Given the volatile nature and brief half-life of 
benzene (five hours) and the method of water release through Glen Canyon Dam (from the bottom), it is 
unlikely that fuel components found in lake waters contributed by personal watercraft use on the lake 
would have detectable effects below the dam. In addition, neither the states of Utah nor Arizona have 
water quality criteria for PAH compounds relative to irrigation water (see table 9). Until such standards 
are established. there would be no enforceable regulation applicable to these constituents, and there would 
be no effect on the designated use for irrigation or the distribution of waters for agricultural purposes. 


The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
mitigation measures to further protect water quality in the recreation area. If implemented, the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B) would provide an important step toward substantially reducing 
petroleum-related pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines in 
2012. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative B) (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) wouid not result 
in an impairment of park water quality. 


Public ( omment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AC Bluewater Network Individual 
90SL 
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Cumulative Effects 
Issue 1: Cumulative Effects of Loading sere Ignored 


A 


Comment. Cumulative effects of the loading were ignored. The estimated emission into the lake assumed 
that on a daily basis, 100° of hydrocarbon emissions volatilized daily. The emissions from persotial 
watercraft contain oil, and oi! does not volatilize completely. 


Response: Although most polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) components there is the possibility for 
some of these pollutants to accumulate in the water column. The text has been changed and is included in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement to provide more information on volatility and on the 
evaporation and half-life rates applicable to the waters of Lake Powell. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
90S5F Individual 


87 


Impacts on Water Quality from Personal Watercraft Use 
Issue 1: New References to Include in Water Quality Analysis 


A 


Comment: In the report Water Quality Concerns related to Personal Watercraft Usage. the National Park 
Service admits that gas and combustion products are routinely found in lakes and reservoirs with personal 
watercraft use, sometimes at levels which threaten both human and ecological health. This ts particularly 
troubling because PAH — even at minute levels of parts per trillion — are toxic to aquatic plants and fish. 
The research also found that concentrations of many of these pollutants remained substantially elevated in 
the test tank one full day after testing. 


Response: Recognizing that some pollutant concentrations in the water column from two-stroke 
carbureted engines are greater than those of comparable four-stroke engines, the evaluation of surface 
water quality impacts in the “Water Resource™ section of the “Environmental Consequences” chapter 
addresses the combined effects of a!l recreational boats and personal watercraft. Under the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B), a caemical pollutant monitoring program would be instituted 
(funding is currently being sought) in order to protect the high water quality standards for fisheries 
protection, human health, and recreation. If monitoring determines that water quality standards are being 
violated, management actions would be evaluated and implemented to reduce the effects of polluting 
activities. 


Furthermore. if implemented. the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement would provide ani important step toward substantially reducing 
petroleum-related pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines in 
2012. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified preferred 
alternative (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) would not result in an 
impairment of park water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1OO2E. 1002K Bluewater Network Organization 


Issue 2: Water Quality Analysis Is Inadequate Because it Omitted Relevant Research, Used Extreme 
Assumptions, or Disregarded Significant Impacts Still Present with New Technology 


A 


Comment: You didn’t mention anything about the study that was completed at Lake Powell by the closing 
of Bowns and Knowles Canyons for the past two years. The samples of water and soil taken show No 
discernible difference than the rest of the lake. and certainly no difference if boats had been present or not. 


Response: The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) recently completed two years of data collection in three 
side canyons at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Data were gathered during high boating-use 
periods, low-use periods, and in a control canyon with no boat traffic. Water and sediment were tested for 
a large suite of contaminants, including nutrients, components of wastewater, trace minerals, volatile 
organic compounds, and components of gasoline and grease. The data are currently undergoing analysis at 
the U.S. Geological Survey, and a contaminant database is being developed. The results of the study will 
be published when the analysis is complete. The findings of the report will be valuable in forming future 
management decisions regarding wastewater handling. motorized vessel impacts on water and sediment 
quality, and upstream contributions of metals and minerals. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1209B Individual 
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Impacts on Water Quality from Personal Watercraft Use 


Issue 3: Insufficient Detail of Monitoring Plan and Marina Best Management Practices Infermation 
Pertaining to Persistent Hydrocarbon Constituents 


A 


Commert. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement lacks a description of a detailed long-term 
monitoring plan to ensure evaluation of impacts on the aquatic system. 


Response: Each alternative addressed in the Final Environmental Impaci Statement includes 
implementation of a water quality monitoring plan. This program would be directed by the Technical 
Advisory Committee, formed in 1996 to protect Lake Powell's water quality. The plan would ensure that 
waier quality complies with state regulations and criteria and ts consistent with requirements of the Clean 
Water Act. The monitoring program would incorporate the findings of two recently completed studies on 
the chemical content of lake waters and sediment in the Colorado River inflow area and three side 
canyons. The dynamics of sediment re-suspension in the Colorado River inflow is currently underway. 
Funding ts also being sought for aduitional studies in the San Juan and Escalante River inflow areas. The 
monitoring plan would include hydrocarbon content of sediments and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
(PAH) content of lake waters. Benthic population studies may be included. if deemed necessary by the 
Technical Advisory Committec. Findings of these various studies will be used to guide management 
decisions for polluting activities that take place on Lake Powell. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393E Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Comment. This environmental impact statement should assess whether tiere are best management 
practices available for personal watercraft fueling that would reduce or climinate fuel spills and minimize 
the potential for violations of applicable State water quality standards. 


Response: The NPS Hazardous Waste Management and Pollution Prevention Team has developed a Spi// 
Prevention Control and Coxntermeasures Plan (NPS 1998d) that provides recommendations and 
requirements to prevent environmental damage resulting from spills of oil. These plans are required by the 
EPA as stated in 40 CFR, Part 112. The National Park Service and al! marina operators must comply with 
these requirements to limit the environmental effects of fucling on the lake. In accordance with this 
regulation, ARAMARK. the park concessioner, has developed a Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan tor all fueling sites within the recreation area (ARAMARK. n.d). In addition, 
educational materials such a> placards are displayed at marinas to inform boat operators about proper 
fucling of vessels and containers. to reduce the potential for fuels entering the water. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393F Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 4: Establish Whether Personal Watercraft Use Is Violating or Has the Potential to Violate State 
Adopted W ater Quality Standards, Including Impairment of Utah's Drinking W ater Source Criteria 


4 


Comment: The water quality section of the Final Environmental Impact Statement should clearly state 
whether aciivities regulated by the National Park Service are violating. or have the potential to violate, 
State-adopted. EPA-approved water quality standards under the Federal Clean Water Act. 


Response: The Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division, was contacted for 
clarification of the state's assessment of Lake Powell water quality. The division reported that the state 
has no concerns with regard to the 1.7 pg L and 3.43 yg L benzene concentration obtained near Bullfrog 
Marina during water quality testing. The drinking water intake near Hite Marina ts approximately 

0.25 mile upstream of the marina, and it ts unlikely that gasoline components from the marina would 
mégrate in this direction. Hite ts also a smaller marina than Bullfrog. with much less boat traffic and 
fucling activities. In addition, the intake floats at approximately 12 fect below the water surface. Benzene 
is lighter than water, highly volatile. and has a half-life of approximately five hours. 


x9 


Water QUALITY 


The Final Environmental Impact Statemon! proposes a water quality monitoring program in cach of the 
alternatives considered. This plan is outlined in the “Altermatives™ chapter and is discussed in the “Water 
Quality™ responses to cominents at comment | 3~3 E. above. 


The “Wat-7 Quality™ section in the “Affected Environment” chapter has been changed in ihe Final 
Environmental Impact Statement to include new information on the drinking water intakes, and 
jurisdiction over the two sites. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393A Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 5: Cumulative Effects of Loading Were Ignored 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement failed to list under alternative C benefits which 
apply to all three alternatives, namely the beneficial impacts on air and water quality duc to the increasing 
proportion of low emission engines which will be realized in the Lake Powell flect over time. 


Response. The cumulative effects analysis under alternative C discusses reduction in pollutant loadings to 
water by the changeover of ali carbureted two-stroke technology, not just cessation of personal watercraft 
use. Pollution contribution from other two-stroke ves scls 1s shown to decrease after 2005, with total 
contribution of four-stroke engines increasing relati\ c ‘0 total pollutant inputs (see table 39 and the text 
that follows it for more information). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1180G Indis idual 


Regulations, Methodologies, and Assumptions 


Issue 1: PAH Data Presentation and Analysis Incomplete 


A 


Comment: The numeric criteria for benzo[a]pyrene however, is less than the reporting limit that the 
Woods Hole Laboratory could report, (appendix D.1). 


Response: The National Park Service acknowledges this inconsistency between the human health 
benchmark for benzo(a)pyrene and the reporting limit. The toxicological benchmark that is below the 
reporting limit (10 parts per trillion) is for combined consumption of fish flesh and ingestion of water 
from the source. This benchmark is established at 4.4 parts per trillion. Although the detection threshold 
was above the toxicity benchmark for human health (when both organisms and water are consumed), the 
water quality method can be used to deternine if this criteria would be violated. Table 36 and the text that 
follows it, detail the water volume needed to meet the human health criteria for benzo(a)pyrene. Current 
pollutant loadings from personal watercraft alone would require 14.883 acre-feet to reach the toxicity 
threshold. For other two-stroke engines, the value is 7.432 acre-feet. This represents a small fraction of 
the volume available to dilute the pollutant, and no adverse effects to human health would be expected 
from current benzo(a)pyrene loading to Lake Powell. No text changes were necessary to address this 
comment. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
905C Individual 


Issue 2: Data Collection (Water Quality Sampling) and Presentation 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement assessment of water quality is based on water 
column samples taken at 0.5 and 3 meter depths. Given that most constituents from watercraft exhaust or 
spills will float on the water's surface, it would seem logical to collect water samples at the water's 
surface rather than 0.5 meters below to determine compliance with standards. 


Response: In a recent study by the U.S. Geological Survey (Albers 2002). PAH compounds were found to 
be 18 times higher in the surface microlayer than in the water column below. To address the transient 
water quality issues associated with this concentration of low molecular weight hydrocarbons, the 
National Park Service would implement lake-wide comprehensive water quality testing under 

alternative B (the modified preferred alternative) (see the “Alternatives” chapter). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1393H Environmental Protection Agency Public Agency 


Issue 3: Water Quality Analysis Is Inadequate Because it Omitted Relevant Research, Used Extreme 
Assumptions, 01 Disregarded Significant Impacts Still Present with New Technology 


A 


Comment: The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recent report Oil in the Sea IIL: Inputs, Fates and 
Effects addresses impacts due to oil and gas mixture used in personal watercraft. Pollutants such as PAH 
can remain suspended tn the water column, or be deposited in sediment for years after initial deposition. 
Explain how it can be concluded that the oil and gas mixture dumped by personal watercraft is not 
damaging park resources. The National Park Service also seems to make mistakes when estimating the 
daily fuel load tor Lake Powell. On page 16% the calculations contain the assumption that only a small 
residual concentration of the daily fuel load will carry over to the following day. The National Park 
Service ts underestimating the amount of gas and oi] personal watercraft dump into the lake that is carried 
over into the next day. 


Response: The protection of water quality within Glen Canyon National Recreation Area has been 
addressed in this Final Environmental Impact Statement, which contains evaluations of surface water 
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quality impacts. An estimated minimum threshold volume of water in Lake Powell, below which 
concentrations of fuel constituents from personal watercraft or other outboard engines would be 
potentially toxic to aquatic organisms or humans was determined. Using the estimated threshold volumes. 
characteristics of the contaminants identified, and physical attributes of the water body, it is possible to 
identify unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. There are a limited number of EPA 
criteria for the protection of human health (via ingestion of water and aquatic organisms or ingestion of 
aquatic organisms only). Chronic ecotoxicological and human health benchmarks for contaminants were 
acquired from various sources. The evaluation presents the most restrictive thresholds, based on both 
federal and state water quality standards, for the pollutants. Table 10 shows the benchmarks used in the 
evaluation for each pollutant. 


Furthermore, if implemented the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement would provide an important step toward substantially reducing petroleum-related 
pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines at the end of 2012. 
Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) would not result in an 
impairment of park water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AC Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: The water quality assessment uses assumptions that result in overestimation of potential 
personal watercraft hydrocarbon emissions to the water in Lake Powell, amounting to the “most extreme 
adverse conditions.” For example. benzo(a)pyrene concentrations in gasoline range from 0.19 to 2.8 

mg kg. and the highest value was used. Similarly, MTBE concentrations in gasoline were range from 0°%% 
to 15%, but only the highest figure was used. 


Response: \n an effort to determine “what could happen.” a conservative methodology was constructed 
using the highest concentration of known pollutants commonly found in gasoline. The values referenced 
by the respondent were incorporated into the analysis to determine if the mixing layers of Lake Powell 
have adequate volume to mitigate the effects of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines, as well 
as other watercraft. Using this conservative approach, it was determined that the water quality impacts 
generated by personal watercraft use would be negligible to minor, and that no water quality criteria for 
designated uses of the lake would be violated. The National Park Service is satisfied that incorporation of 
the given component concentration in gasoline has served this approach. Table 10 shows the benchmarks 
used in the evaluation for each pollutant. 


In addition, if implemented. the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement would provide an important step toward substantially reducing petroleum-related 
pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines at the end of 2012. 
Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) would not result in an 
impairment of park water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1344) Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Comment. The assessment represents an outdated look at potential emissions from an overstated personal 
watercraft population of conventional two-stroke vessels, and underestimates the accelerating changeover 
to four-stroke and newer technology two-stroke models. Sales of these newer models have already 
overtaken conventional two-stroke personal watercraft. As shown in the Sierra Research analysis, the 
changeover personal watercraft engines that meet the requirements of the EPA 2006 and CARB 2008 
emission standards is occurring much more rapidly than EPA and the National Park Service have 
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estimated. The amounts of unburned fuel released at Lake Powell will decline rapidly, achieving a 
reduction from the 1998 baseline levels of more than 50% by 2006 and approximately 80% by 2012. See 
Sierra Report at |. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement, in contrast, only estimated a 25% 
reduction in hydrocarbon emissions from personal watercraft in the Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area by 2006, and only a 50°o reduction by 2012. Draft Environmental Impact Statement at 169. 


Response: \n the water quality analysis, the assumption was made that clean technology engines (any 
engine not using carbureted two-stroke technology) would be 90% cleaner than the carbureted two-stroke 
engines. This is based on two assumptions made by the commenter. The first is based on confidential, 
proprietary personal watercraft sales and forecast data prepared by personal watercraft manufacturers. No 
supporting data was supplied with the comment. The commenter states that the data indicates that the 
conversion of personal watercraft models to cleaner engines is occurring more rapidly than anticipated in 
the 1996 EPA analysis of the effects of the conversion rule. While the National Park Service has no 
reason to doubt that personal watercraft conversions are proceeding at a greater rate than forecast by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, there is no survey or similar data available at this time indicating the 
engine conversion at Glen Canyon is proceeding at a faster or slower rate than the EPA forecast. 
Therefore, use of the EPA rates is considered appropriate. The second assumption by the commenter is 
that 75% of the personal watercraft at Glen Canyon would have engines that comply with the California 
Air Resource Board (CARB>* conversion rule that requires marine engine manufacturers implement the 
EPA emission targets sooner than those outlined by the federal rule. The commenter assumes that 50% of 
personal watercraft users at Glen Canyon will be from California, and will have CARB-compliant 
watercraft. And that an additional 20% will have CARB-compliant vessels. The National Park Service 
concurs that many watercraft users at Glen Canyon have California registered personal watercraft, and 
they will meet CARB standards. However, there is no data relative to personal watercraft at Glen Canyon 
to confirm the 75° figure assumed by the commenter. The NPS emissions calculations are conservative 
only in the sense that they do not specifically account for watercraft that have already been or will be 
converted to meet CARB standards. Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B), personal 
watercraft engines at the recreation area would be 100% compliant after 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13441, 1344) Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 


Comment: The numbers used to predict loading on the lake for future years assume a zero growth 
condition. A zero growth assumption ts not realistic for the boating industry or Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area has plans to continue to develop projects that 
support the boating industry. 


Response: New estimates for changes in boat uses at Glen Canyon have been generated for the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement based on trends for NPS units with personal watercraft usage. The 
effects of three differing growth scenarios are now described in the analysis: (1) annual increase of 2% per 
year, (2) no change (flat rate), and (3) annual decrease in use of 2° per year. For a complete explanation 
of the change in use, see the “Visitor Use and Experience” section in the “Affected Environment” chapter. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
9OSA Personal Watercraft Industry Individual 
Association 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement claims that carbureted 2 cycle engines discharge 
“up to” 30° of their fuel oil into the water (California Environmental Protection Agency, ARB, 1999). 
The analysis should note that the mean discharge is likely to be much iess than the 30% figure. 


Response: The National Park Service reviewed a variety of literature prior to development of the water 
quality methodology. Thirty percent was commonly cited as a personal watercraft discharge rate for 
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unburned fuel. This value was deemed reasonable and incorporated into the calculations for contaminant 
loading for the environmental analysis (NPS, G. Rosenlieb, pers. comm. 2003). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1239B Utah Shared Access Alliance Organization 
845B Individual 


F Comment: The water quality model should focus on the differential impacts on the side canyons from the 
uses anticipated under alternatives A and B. If data are available to measure this, the extent of personal 
watercraft use in the river channel arms should be compared to the lake main channel, and these data used 
to develop use rates and emissions loadings. 


Response: The water quality analysis was developed using the best available data. Flow rates and 
volumes in the canyons are also unavailable. Because of the variability in the elevation of the reservoir 
surface and changing seasonal flow from tributaries, the flow rates and volumes of the canyons are not 
known. Under all alternatives, the National Park Service would implement a lake-wide water quality 
monitoring program to direct future management efforts regarding water quality of Lake Powell. If water 
quality in the side canyons is affected by recreational boat use, appropriate management decisions would 
be made to reduce or limit these differential effects. If implemented, the modified preferred alternative 
(alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact Statement would provide an important step toward 
substantially reducing petroleum-related pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal 
watercraft engines at the end of 2012. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137B US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


Issue 4: Reference Other Water Quality Standards 


A Comment: The model used to calculate allowable loadings (appendix F of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement) uses the most conservative water quality standards to calculate toxicity thresholds, with 
the exception of benzene. We recommend that the Utah water quality standard for Class 3B waters (warm 
water fisheries), 71 yg /L for benzene, be used in the model instead of the 130 pg/L ecotoxicological 
benchmark value (appendix F, table F.1). Because of the many assumptions of the model, there is a need 
to be conservative with each of these benchmarks. 


Response: Calculations for water volume thresholds needed to mitigate benzene have been adjusted to the 
71 ug/L warm water fishery standard for the state of Utah. The acre-feet required to meet this standard 
have, therefore. increased. The new results are shown in table 36. The threshold quantity of water for 
personal watercraft only benzene generation is 8,117 acre-feet, and for other two-stroke engines, the 
threshold is 4,054 acre-feet. Both quantities are well below the available mixing volume of Lake Powell. 
This change does not alter the finding of negligible to minor adverse effects on water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137B US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


B Comment: Fish in tributary areas could be significantly impacted personal watercraft usage in these side 
channels, and it is important that every effort is made to correctly estimate potential effects. 
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Response: Under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, water quality monitoring would include, when appropriate, testing of fish for the presence of 
PAH. If chronic or acute toxicity is found in any tested species, regulation of boat use or other PAH 
loading sources would be pursued. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137B US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 


Issue 5: The PAH Data Analysis is Inadequate 


A 


Comment: More information is needed on the long -term impact of some pollutants. On page 16, the 
National Park Service states that it lacks studies on the long-term impacts of PAH on various biota. 


Response: The protection of water quality within Glen Canyon National Recreation Area has been 
addressed in this Final Environmental Impact Statement, which contains evaluations of surface water 
quality impacts. Using calculated water threshold volumes, water quality testing results, and 
characteristics of the contaminants identified, it is possible to identify unacceptable risks to human health 
or the environment. There are a limited number of EPA criteria for the protection of human health. 
Chronic ecotoxicological and human health benchmarks for contaminants were acquired from various 
sources. The evaluation presents the most restrictive thresholds, based on both federal and state water 
quality standards, for the pollutants. Table 10 shows the benchmarks used in the evaluation for each 
pollutant. 


Additionally, if implemented, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement would provide an important step toward substantially reducing 
petroleum-related pollution by restricting the use of carbureted two-stroke personal watercraft engines t 
the end of 2012. Based on the analysis presented, the National Park Service finds that the modified 
preferred alternative (alternative B) (including the provision for continued personal watercraft use) would 
not result in an impairment of park water quality. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AC Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: On page 355, the National Park Service states that phototoxicity is not incorporated because if 
the site-specific water transparency of the lake is not known. This despite the fact that research at Lake 
Tahoe shows that PAH toxicity increases dramatically when exposed to sunlight. 


Response: Phototoxicity is an increase in toxic effects due to exposure to sunlight. The phototoxicity of 
PAH varies by compound. temperature of the water, available amount of ultraviolet light, and water 
column mixing. When these substances are exposed to sunlight, photodegradation (accelerated breakdown 
caused by sunlight) may occur in conjunction with biodegradation (NPS 1997). Therefore, the toxicity 
and degradation rates of each PAH compound is based on site-specific information. This level of detail is 
not currently known for the waters of Lake Powell, and presentation of such information would be 
speculative. For these reasons, potential increases in phototoxicity and or photodegradation are not 
included in the analysis. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002AC Bluewater Network Organization 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement acknowledges that hydrocarbon compounds 
evaporate rapidly from water and are subject to chemical breakdown, but then states that attenuating 
factors such as evaporation and photodegradation are not included in the calculations. In addition, EPA 
has confirmed that studies show most unburned gasoline and gasoline additives emitted from two-stroke 
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marine engines evaporate rapidly from water (The Effects of Marine Engine Exhaust Emissions on Water 
Quality, Summary of Findings of Various Research Studies, EPA 1994). 


Response: \n 1994, the Environmental Protection Agency released a public memorandum entitled “The 
Effects of Marine Engine Exhaust on Water Quality: Summary of Findings of Various Research Studies.” 
This document summarized || research papers and presents volatilization rates and dilution ratios for 
observable effects such as taste, odor, and generation of oil film. At temperatures commonly found in 
Lake Powell during the summer boating season, the majority of gasoline and oil components would be 
volatilized within 1.2 hours (EPA 1994). Although a portion of the gas/oil mixture may accumulate in the 
water column, water quality testing at Lake Powell did not reveal detectable levels of most PAH 
components. Given that the contaminants were largely undetectable, specific cumulative analysis of the 
personal watercraft contribution is not possible at this time. The text has been changed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement to include information on volatility consistent with the above-referenced 
EPA memovandum. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13441 Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 
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Affected Environment 


Issue 1: Personal Watercraft Use and Human Activities Associated with Their Use May Not Be Any More 
Disturbing to Wildlife Species Than Any Other Type of Motorized or Nonmotorized Watercraft 


A Comment: The Nationa! Park Service has recognized that personal watercraft cannot be singled out as a 
separate or distinct impact on wildlife. Since 1995, Dr. James Rodgers of the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission has been conducting scientific studies of the effects of human disturbances on 
wildlife. Because this research is broad, and not just personal watercraft specific, Dr. Rodgers’ findings 
are particularly relevant to the NPS personal watercraft rulemakings in general, and specifically the 
proposed rule. His studies have shown that personal watercraft are no more likely to disturb wildlife than 
any other form of human interaction. Personal watercraft posed less of a disturbance than other vessel 
types. Dr. Rodgers” research clearly shows that there is no reason to differentiate personal watercraft from 
motorized boating based on claims on wildlife disturbance. Moreover, some studies indicate that 
nonmotorized intrusions -- such as canoeists and kayakers -- can be more stressful and damaging than 
motorized activity, which provides greater advance warning to wildlife.” 


Response: The research findings of Dr. Rodgers, along with many other technical investigations of 
interactions between different wildlife species and human-induced noises, were reviewed and evaluated 
for applicability to personal watercraft use at the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. As the 
commenter notes, the technical literature reports a range of wildlife reactions to personal watercraft and 
other watercraft uses. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
13440 Personal Watercraft Industry Organization 
Association 
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Issue 1: Other Types of Motorized Watercraft Are Responsible for as Much or More Wildlife Habitat 
Damage as Personal Watercraft 


A 


Comment: “There are many two-stroke engines on other types of boats. that pollute as much as the 
personal watercraft, are far louder than personal watercraft and cause far more damage to the wildlife 
habitat with near-shore vegetation and shore erosion.” 


Response: The assessment of potential effects to wildlife populations and habitats considered two 
perspectives. First, an estimate was made of the effects of personal watercraft to wildlife populations and 
habitats for the specific conditions that prevail at the national recreation area under each alternative 
condition. Then, the effects of personal watercraft use in conjunction with all other types of two-stroke 
and other motorized watercraft were evaluated as part of the cumulative effects analysis. The incremental 
and collective effects of these other watercraft were accounted for in the analysis. 


The plan was not designed to determine if personal watercraft caused more environmental damage to park 
resources than other boats, but rather, to determine if personal watercraft use was consistent with Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area’s enabling legislation and management goals and objectives. The 
overall objective is to meet the terms of the settlement agreement between Bluewater Network and the 
National Park Service (see “Introduction” in the “Purpose of and Need for Action” chapter). An analysis 
was done on the management of personal watercraft in order to meet the terms of the settlement 
agreement. With completion of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, the National Park Service 
may either take action to adopt special regulations to manage personal watercraft use at Glen Canyon, or 
may choose to discontinue personal watercraft use. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
211A Individual 
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Issue 1: Tour Boat Uses Cause Greater Effects to Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Than Personal Watercraft 


A 


Comment: Personal watercraft do not present a danger to wildlife or its habitat or to the shoreline. While 
parts of the shoreline are degraded, this is primarily due to the Tour boats and outboard motors. 


Response: The impact analysis of personal watercraft effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat considered 
the effects of other types of watercraft that use Lake Powell and the national recreation area. In particular, 
a primary focus of the cumulative effects analysis was to account for other types of motorized watercraft 
that could cause effects similar to and more or less severe in magnitude to personal watercraft. The 
individual alternatives analysis also accounted for wildlife and wildlife habitat effects that are related to or 
caused by the substantial environmental changes that result from typical operations of the reservoir for 
other beneficial uses. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
S76A Individual 


Issue 2: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Should Acknowledge Research Findings That Detected 
Levels of Some PAH Compounds in Lake Powell Fish Tissue Samples 


A 


Comment: Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are primary contaminants of concern for aquatic 
ecosystems exposed to hydrocarbon emissions. Because of the level of motor vehicle use on Lake Powell, 
and the possible presence of other PAH sources on the San Juan River arm, the National Park Service and 
FWS cooperated on a preliminary study of PAH uptake in fish in the main channel, marinas, and San Juan 
arm. This study, conducted between 1991 and 1994, evaluated PAH concentrations detected in bile from 
fish collected at these three locations on the lake. Initial sample results had been available to the National 
Park Service. The reasons for including the data are twofold. First, PAH metabolites in bile are a reliable 
and sensitive indicator of recent exposure to these constituents in the foodchain. Assuming that the origin 
of the PAH can be traced to the use of combustion engines in the environment in question, PAH exposure 
in fish can then be linked to the use of these engines. Secondly, this data can serve as a baseline for future 
monitoring that should be conducted as part of the resource management plan adopted for Lake Powell 
following the choice of alternatives under the environmental impact statement. 


With proper study design, we believe that monitoring for this endpoint can provide a cost-effective, direct 
way of evaluating exposure and potential adverse impacts on aquatic wildlife species and other trust 
resources within the Lake Powell ecosystem 


Response: The discussion of potential effects of PAH compounds has been changed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement to acknowledge the findings of the referenced U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service monitoring investigation (see the “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” section of the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter). The study was conducted between 1991 and 1994 in which fish bile was tested 
for concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH). Polycyclic hydrocarbons can be taken up 
from the environment through ingestion and/or absorption and are linked to adverse health effects such as 
liver and skin lesions and tumors. The fish used in the study were collected from the main channel, 
marinas, and the San Juan River arm of the recreation area. Polycyclic hydrocarbons were detected in the 
bile of fish at concentrations consistent with values indicating exposure to sediments that are considered 
to be low to moderately contaminated. However, no indication of adverse health effects, lesions or 
tumors, were found in any of the fish collected (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002). 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1137C US Fish and Wildlife Service Public Agency 
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Issue 3: Predicted Impacts of Personal Watercraft Use to Wildlife And Wildlife Habitats Described in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Does Not Justify Restricting Personal Watercraft Use 


A 


Comment. “Concerning wildlife and wildlife habitat, the Draft Environmental impact Statement states on 
page 17: “Few studies have examined personal watercraft effects on wildlife”. And: “However, the extent, 
duration, and magnitude of biological impacts because of personal watercraft operations versus other 
motorboats remain unknown™. Or page 120: “Under current condition there are no documented reports of 
known conflicts of federally endangered fish or other species with watercraft or personal watercraft 
users.” On page 232: “Conclusion. alternative A would not adversely affect any ecological, biological, or 
physical processes associated wi.) endangered fish critical habitats.” So, restricting personal watercraft 
use relating to the issue of wildlife and wildlife habitat is unjustified. 


Response: Potential personal watercraft effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat conditions that prevail at 
the recreation area were estimated using the best available information and technical research findings. 
The estimated effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat were considered together with the impact predictions 
for other natural, visitor use, socioeconomic, and cultural resources in arriving at a decision on how to 
best manage future personal watercraft use in the recreation area. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1184C Individual 


Issue 4: Boats Powered by Outboard Motors Created Greater Effects on Wildlife Than Personal Watercraft in 
Comparison Tests 


A 


Comment: The Florida FWCC have conducted extensive studies on wildlife impacts and found that the 
outboard motors on boats used by the testers created more wildlife reactions at farther distances than the 
personal watercraft in the tests. 


Response: The assessment of potential effects of personal watercraft to birds and other types of wildlife 
for the different use alternatives considered the circumstances and findings of the referenced Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission investigations. Some of the findings from these studies were used 
to the extent they were considered applicable to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area wildlife and other 
environmental conditions. See the “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” section in the “Environmental 
Consequences” chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
Sic Individual 


Issue 5: Wildlife Abundance Would Increase With Elimination of Personal Watercraft Noise and Human 
Disturbance 


A 


Comment: The environment will benefit from the ban of personal watercraft by a decrease in the amount 
of toxic compounds released into the aquatic ecosystem and a reduction in noise pollution. 


Response: Determining the effect of noise on wildlite is a complicated and uncertain process because 
responses vary between species and between individuals of a single population. These variable responses 
are due to the characteristics of the noise and its duration, the life history characteristics of the species, 
habitat type, season, activity at the time of exposure, sex and age of the individual, level of previous 
exposure, and whether other physical stresses such as drought are occurring around the time of exposure 
(Busnel 1978). 


These complications apply equally to situations that may be presumed to either benefit or adversely affect 
wildlife species of interest. Several studies have discussed the very difficult (if not impossible) task of 
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separating noise effects from other environmental factors influencing the behavior and physiology of an 
animal. 


The National Park Service is well aware of the body of scientific literature and studies that have attempted 
to define noise effects on wildlife, and it has strived to provide a balanced description of the factors and 
conditions that may affect wildlife reactions and welfare under different noise conditions. See responses 
to comments in the “Soundscape” section of this volume 2 for further information of the impacts of 


personal watercraft-gencrated noise. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
668D Individual 


Issue 6: Characterization of Impact Duration Should be Changed 


A 


Comment. The commenter disagrees with the conclusion stated in the summary table of impacts that 
beneficial effects to wildlife would decrease with time as other motorized watercraft replaced personal 
watercraft. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement states that following a ban on personal watercraft 
use, conditions would return to pre-ban levels by 2012 due to either growth in natural visitation or 
increases in visitation by individuals who would now choose to visit the recreation area but avoided the 
recreation area because of personal watercraft disturbance. This would result in the referenced impact 
conclusion. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1180L Individual 


Issue 7: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement Does Not Adequately Disclose the Potential Effects of 
Personal Watercraft Use on Selected Bird and Mammal Species 


A 


Comment: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement assessment of personal watercraft impacts on 
wildlife is incomplete and flawed. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately assess 
the adverse effects personal watercraft use has, or may have, on Peregrine Falcons, Great Horned Owls, 
Bald Eagles, Golden Eagles and Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoos. Studies have shown that personal 
watercraft use adversely impacts a wide variety of bird species including osprey, the Common Loon, 
Common Tern, Brown Pelican and Trumpeter Swan. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement also does not adequately assess the adverse effects of personal 
watercraft use has, or may have, on Desert Bighorn Sheep or on river otters. National Park Service should 
not automatically assume that personal watercraft impacts are negligible or acceptable to nesting birds and 
breeding mammals. Implementing a | ,000-foot shoreline buffer from high-speed personal watercraft 
operation would provide much better protection to wildlife from personal watercraft impacts. 


Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement (see “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” section in the 
“Environmental Consequences” chapter) acknowledge that personal watercraft use can affect individual 
animals. The significance of such effects is certainly open to many differences of opinion. There are 
technical literature research reports that have identified adverse effects from personal watercraft 
operations to individuals of some species under certain circumstances. Other studies point to the lack of 
adverse effects under other circumstances. 


For the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, the National Park Service reviewed these 
technical investigations and applied the findings within the physical, recreational, and ecological 
conditions that prevail at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Each of the species identified by the 
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commenter was considered for potential effects and interpretations regarding the significance of these 
effects were made. 


Special impact assessment attention was focused on aspects of species life history periods (such as raptor 
nesting times) and habitat use or special requirements areas that are considered by wildlife professionals 
as being particularly vulnerable to personal watercraft uses. The initial results of these assessments were 
then reviewed by park natural resource specialists with knowledge of specific park conditions to confirm 
the reasonableness of the assessment findings. 


For many of the cited species, reasons for concern were not appropriate for the Lake Powell environment 
because the types of species reported by the literature as being affected by personal watercraft use or the 
habitat conditions reported as being adversely affected (such as a shoreline nesting colony of plovers or 
terns) did not exist in the national recreation area. Conclusions regarding wildlife impacts were based on 
this process and are believed to be accurate and complete. 


In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for further protection of wildlife in 
the recreation area. Phasing in of new personal watercraft technology under the modified preferred 
alternative (alternative B) would reduce impacts on aquatic and shoreline species by reducing the 
discharge of fue! components into the water. A lake management plan will provide the tools necessary to 
analyze activities that take place on the lake and determine if unacceptable impacts are occurring using 
information gained from a three-year pilot program. Enhanced education programs would instruct 
perscnal watercraft users on ways to avoid adversely affecting recreation area resources, including 
wildlife. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1168G American Canoe Association Organization 


Issue 8: Use of New Personal Watercraft Engine Technology Will Not Reduce Adverse Impacts on Wildlife 


A 


Comment: Scientists and researchers are finding that personal watercraft, even with the prototype 
technology, still cause significant damage to the environment and wildlife. Researchers from the 
University of Reno, Miami University and Michigan State University have found that personal watercraft 
engines produce pollutants such as PAH which are toxic to plants and animals even at the minute levels of 
parts per trillion. The prototype technology is unlikely to improve the craft's horrific safety record or 
reduce its impact upon wildlife. 


Response: \t is anticipated that more combustion-efficient engines in personal watercraft would reduce 
pollutant emissions to air and water in the same manner as increased efficiencies in automobile engines, 
combined with catalytic converters and other technologies, decreased the amount and types of automobile 
exhaust emissions. EPA-sponsored evaluations of different personal watercraft engine designs and 
emissions concluded that emission reductions would result with implementation of the EPA 2006 
emission standards for marine engines. The modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for 
further protection of wildlife in the recreation area. Phasing in of new personal watercraft technology 
under the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) would reduce impacts on aquatic anc shoreline 
species by reducing the discharge of fuel components into the water. These reductions should indirectly 
benefit wildlife by reducing some of the contaminant loading of surface waters. 
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PAH toxicity to fish and wildlife species is a complicated topic because PAH consist of dozens of 
different chemical compounds, cach of which has substantially different toxicity characteristics in water. 
sediment, and soils, and toxicity varies dramatically among different fish and wildlife species. The 
ecotoxicological analysis for PAH reported in the Fina! Environmental Impact Statement explains the 
chemical, physical, and biological conditions that were used #9 conduct ihe ass~ ssment of PAH effects to 
fish species. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1127B Individual 


Issue 9: Personal Watercraft Disproportionately Impact Wildlife 


A 


Comment. Wildlife studies indicate that personal watercraft disproportionately impact wildiife, such as 
birds and marine mammals. 


Response: The wildlife impact analysis completed for the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
considered a large body of technical information that addressed observed and tested effects of personal 
watercraft and other motorized watercraft use on various fish and wildlife species and to wildlife in 
general. Some of the available literature discussed effects to some wildlife species and not to other 
groups. Some of the available literature noted that personal watercraft use was less or no more disruptive 
than other types of motorized or muscle-powered watercraft. A common theme in many of the research 
findings was that much of the wildlife effect depended on a complex of other environmental variables 
than just the type of watercraft. The National Park Service considered all these findings in conducting an 
objective and balanced impact analysis. The literature results were used as appropriate within the physical 
and ecological conditions that prevail at the national recreation area. 


For example, disturbances and impacts reported for marine mammals were not used in the analysis 
because the national recreation area is a freshwater lake, not a coastal marine or estuarine environment. 
Potential impacts and conflicts of personal watercraft with ground-nesting bird colonies were considered 
as a potential effect carly in the planning process, investigated and determined to be not applicable 
because there are no known nesting colonies of shorebirds or other bird species ~resent at Lake Powell 
that might be susceptible to personal watercraft operations in shallow-water areas or along shorelines. 


Lake Powell does not support cither a salmon fishery or migrating humpback whales, so these types of 
potential impacts were considered not applicable for the Lake Powell environmental setting. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
1002H. 10025 Bluew ater Network Organization 


Issue 10: Personal Watercraft Use Disturbs Wildlife Activity in the Immediate Vicinity of Lake Powell 


A 


Comment: ' ersonal watercraft disturb wildlife such as shorebirds and bighorn sheep within the vicinity of 
Lake Powell. 


Response; The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements considered, atialyzed, and reported on 
the potential effects of personal watercraft operation to desert bighorn sheep (see the “Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat” section in the “Environmental Consequences” chapter). That analysis concluded that 
desert bighorn sheep occur sporadically near the lake's water interface during the winter months, because 
the lake is considered the lower limits of their historical winter range. The winter months are typically the 
lowest-use months of the year. The frequency and intensity of personal watercraft bighorn sheep 
interactions were considered by the National Park Service wildlife biologist as quite low. The bighorn 
sheep also tended to be observed in close proximity to human dwellings, which suggested a level of 
tolerance of human activities. All these circumstances and reports were considered in the impact analysis. 


103 


WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT 


In addition, the modified preferred alternative (alternative B) provides for further protection of wildlife in 
the recreation area. Phasing in of new personal watercraft technology under the medified preferred 
alternative (alternative B) would reduce impacts on aquatic and shoreline species by reducing the 
discharge of fuel components into the water. A lake management plan will provide the tools necessary to 
analyze activities that take place on the lake and determine if unacceptable impacts are occurring using 
information gained from a three-year pilot program. Enhanced education programs would instruct 
personal watercraft users on ways to avoid adversely affecting recreation area resources, including 
wildlife. 


Public Comment: Commenter: Affiliation: 
139A Individual 
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vac Presadent cf Operations 


November 26, 2902 


Ms Kortty Roberts, Supenntendent 
Glen Canyon Nanonal Recreanon Area 
Naconal Park Service 

P. ©. Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 


Reference Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Personal Watercrafi Rulemaking, 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 


Dear Ms Roberts: 


ARAMARK Sports and Entertainment Services, Inc.'s Parks & Resorts drvision provides concession 
services at various g d areas including Glen Canyon National Recreanon Area 
(GLCA"). These services include renting and servicing personal watercraft (PWC”) 


ARAMARK's environmental stewardshup at GLCA ts demonstrated by vanous programs we sponsor 
including the “Trash Tracker” bitter dean-up program, lakewide sewage pump-out program, 


graywater 
containment program, lake-wide recycling program (in which we recycle apprommately 1 rulbon pounds 
annually at GLCA), and Green Sustes motel amenimes program 


We further demonstrate environmental responsibilty by integrating EPA 2006-comphant engines and 
watercraft mto our boat rental fleet as product becomes available on the market. We are proud of our 


accomplishments and work to ensure that the unpact of our services on GLCA’s resources remains 
muruma! 


The Natonal Park Service (“NPS”), ARAMARK, visitors, local businesses and residents, other partners 
and mterested parnes share concern wn mamtamung and preserving the resources at GLCA including Lake 
Powell. 


As the NPS concesstoner at GLCA, we feel we are uniquely qualified to comment on the management 
akernanves proposed by the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for PWC use within GLCA 

Besides our own PWC rental fleet, we host over 3,160 boat storage customers, many of whom are owners 
or users of PWC at Lake Powell 


Background Commcap 

1. We support and recognuze the statutory authonty that enables the NPS broad discretion in 
management decisions concerning GLCA, the resources within and the public values and various uscs 
of these resources. We believe the management of PWC use within GLCA through the 
Superintendent's Compendium (Park PWC use) was appropnate (the March 21, 2000 
“Personal Watercraft Use Within the NPS System” Final Rule). 


2. We disagree with certain special interest groups’ assertion that the NPS’ PWC Fenal Rule was 
“arburary and capnaous”. We believe the enabling legssianon of GLCA specifically supports the 


ARAMARK Lake Powell Resorts & Marina 
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use of all forms of watercraft and that the NPS was well within tts realm of authonty in prescribing 
PWC use within the context of the Supenntendent’s Compendum. 


We disagree with PWC being made subject to regulation and restnction as a unique user group or 
class of watercraft. Specifically with regard to air emussions and the purported ar quality unpact of 
PWC's, the EPA’s October 4, 1996 “Au Pollution Control” Final Rule recognized engane types rather 
than a user group. PWC design ts already well under way to meeting the year 2006 75% reduction in 
exhaust ermssions, as well as voluntarily being 75° quieter than 1998 models. 


We disagree with certain special interest groups’ assernon that the NPS park-designated Final Rule 
constituted a major federal acoon requiring conformance with the Nabonal Environmental Policy Act 
(“NEPA”). In consideravon of the EPA’s 1996 “Air Pollution Control” Fal Rule, we disagree the 
continued use of PWC’s within GLCA has th: potential for significant unpact and bebeve that thus 
draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) ss an unnecessary waste of government resources and 


We disagree that one parncular class of watercraft should be subject to a special rulemaiang. We 
support boahing industry assoasbons and the bosting industry in general in that the Admunustrauve 
Procedures Act does not discrimination against one type of boster or user group. An EIS 
required under NEPA is appropriste in order to prove PWC use 1s appropnate at GLCA. 


We bebeve the Draft EIS will prove that PWC use at GLCA 1s appropmiate to, and congruent with, 
the enabling legssianon of GLCA and the mission and goals of the NPS. 


We bebeve certain special interest groups to be exchusionsts whose ulumate aim 1s to ban ALL forms 
of motonzed recreanon from public lands and are not the true, primary stakeholders at GLCA. We 
recognize the legal aght these groups have m pursuing thew belefs through legal channels. However, 
we object to the waste of government and taxpayer resources spent debating PWC use. 


A positive outcome of thus process, however, 1s that PWC use at GLCA wall bkely continue under 
recognized management guidelines. The majority of the public and users of Lake Powell will be 
better served in the long run by having had the chance to provide comment and input on the 
management of our public lands. 


ARAMARK’: Position - GLCA Draft Envi u $ 


rs) 


We generally support the NPS’ preferred management “Ahernatrve B”. 


We beheve PWC use has not and wall not umpair the resources of GLCA. The Draft EIS “Table 2: 

Summary of Alternatrves” management “Alternative A” (exisung, or baseline use) with the 

preferred management “Alternate B” These excepts quoted from Table 2 regarding “Alternatrve 

B” support our posiuon: 

© No mnpairment of water quabty resources 

¢ No mmparment of ar quality resources 

© No mmparment of the natural soundscape (beneficaaal effect nm resencted areas) 

© No mpurment of wildhfe or wildlife habitats (elimunapoa Sf PWC use along 113 miles of 
tnbutary avers would have a neghagible beneficial effect) 

© No mmparment of endangered or threatened species resources or designated cnucal habitats 
(beneficzal, negligible benefit from chmanating PWC access to upper parts of uibutary nvers) 

© No anpasment of shoreline vegetanon resources 

© Negligible to minor benefiaal effects on visitor use and expenence 
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Neghgible to mmor benefits w vistor conficts and visitor safety 

No mmpairments to cultural resources 

Negisgible umpacts to the socoeconomx environment 

Manor umpact to NRA management and operations mmplemenung new management alternative 


As demonstrated above, there ws very ttle substance between the “no management plan po P| 
Aleernatrve A” and the “preferred management Alternatwe B”. We feel that the EIS process has 


proven that continued use of PWC at GLCA 1s not detrmental to park resources. GLCA~ 00195 


3. As stated in the Draft EIS dascussion of the alternatives, existing Utah and Anzona boating laws and 
regulations still apply under preferred “Alternate B”. According to the Draft EIS, the level of law Ki K Lefty 
enforcement 8: the recreation area 1s already insufficient to adequately patrol acuvines on land and on Lew t 6 
Additonal rulemaking and restnctons on PWC use will only serve to further dilute the presence of ; 
law enforcement. We bebeve NPS’ efforts to seek addinonal funding for increased law enforcement — +e ches 
acuvites are independent of any management alternatrve. Simply put, exisung laws already govern the { we S A . se 
acuons of all boaters. Addinonal law enforcement presence would benefit all boaters whether or not 
a PWC management plan is plemented. 


ns Oe 
4. We support mandatory boster education and/or licensing (where educanon is an clement of licensing) Alenobve A aw “4G fae gr 


fT Choice, We We cw Wadertrely 
/ 

We require boater educanon as part of our boat rental program. We provide this mandatory t 

cen se cag a ern ie eon a dp Lesporsblg f Sedkely WE Wen 

5. Where education is made a part of any management plan, advances in boater safety should be t (ee it Lilracs the Same 


attnibuted to enhanced education and awareness and not attributed to onerous restnctions and other Oo 
as it is eto-e. Se 7 


questionable management pracuces of dubrous value. 


As stated above, we generally support management “Alternative B” described in the Draft EIS. We 


beheve that increased boater educaton, increased law enforcement présence and stncter enforcement of We uJ | Not (Orne fe Late fare ( 
ering Leasing ens wll gravis he caly eamnmuctte Leneth to ena eae wunerunye such w Lee it (Je Can $f WS Ouys 

oO 
ARAMARK Sports and Entertainment Services, Inc.’s Parks & Resorts division looks forward to working Aq ky 4 


with the NPS and other agencies in providing a safe and enjoyable boating experience on Lake Powell. r 

he Goad fgen' 
Robert J: — | 4 
Vice t of Operanons ‘Nh 
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October 7, 2002 


Katty L. Roberts 


Supenntendent 

Gien Canyon National Recreation Area 
PO. Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 


Re: Public Comment — Personal Watercraft Rule Making at Gien Canyon 
National Recreation Area 


Dear Ms. Roberts, 


My comments are delivered to you after having reviewed the entire draft of the 
Environmental Impact Statement of September 2002 In particular | have read carefully 
the enure summary and selected portions of the main study 


| have lived and worked in the Flagstaff avea for approximately 25 years, but it 
has been only the past five or six years that | have spent time at the Glen Canyon 
Recreation area, Lake Powell | was raised in Minnesota where water related activities, 
yes that includes ice fishing, are a way of life. My wife of twenty years is from Salt Lake 
and shares a common background in outdoor activites, particularly around the water 
When our children could be safely herded around boats and water, we decided that Lake 
Powell was the perfect place to focus our farnily togetherness and healthy activities We 
have a fifteen year old, a twelve year old and a ten year old, two boys and a girl, who 
have spent most of their years during the summer enjoying the beautiful and unique 
places of Lake Powell. We are fortunate to enjoy the relative comfort of a Sea Ray 
Sundancer 250 which we use as something of a summer cabin at the Lake. The boat is a 
moveable cottage. 


Our Seadoo PWC is the vehicle which all of the children have learned to water ski 
behind and to appreciate the challenges of responsible boating The two oldest have 
participated in the Utah State Fish and Game Program of Responsible Boating and have 
both been well trained in safe use of a PWC. While the boat remains anchored and 
secure as a base camp, the PWC is a versatile and simple watercraft that 1s available to 
the entire family. Clearly the Lake Powell expenence would be vastly different without 
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it. | am certain that the chuidren would not be as proficient at water skung and other 
recreational activines if they had had to learn behind the Sea Ray While some may think 
that 1s a frvolous issue in the broader scheme of life, | can assure you that our goal in 
focusing activity at Lake Powell was to emphasize family and indivodua! strengths 


When we visit Lake Powell we generally find an isolated area where there are no 
outside influences. There are no computers or TVs and we listen to only the radio for 
news, usually NPR. We are self-sufficient which has caused us to work together as a 
team. As a result the children have developed a unique and healthy relationship The 
PWC has been the vehicle to teach them responsibility and accomplishmemt They all 
have an appropnate and positive sense of self-esteem 


I feel that Public Law Number 92-593 with its stated goal of “to manage 
recreation afcas so that it provides maximum recreational enjoyment to the Amencan 
public and their guests” makes compete sense. With more than a million and a quarter 
acres of land and water, it seems tnfling to single out the PWC as a vehicle which might 
be eluminated. According to the draft summary, alternanve C has no real significant 
benefit in any category At! best there are short-term moderate affects. | prefer 
alternative A for a vanety of reasons. Several of the reasons are subtle and relate to the 
imtangble qualities that | have referenced above The study suggests that continued use 
of such watercraft have negligible to minor long-term effects on Lake Powell waters 


Life involves compromises, hopefully with the good outweighing the bad in 
weighing the good over the bad in this case, it ts clear that the good in our 
greatly outweighs the bad Through education and example, the good will prevail 


What concerns our family ts that the movement against a very selected device 
might become the beginning for the end of al! types of vehicles at Law Powell. For those 
who oppose PWCs at Lake Powell, | perceive a tendency to be against any form of 
enjoyment in nature that involves a manmade or mechanical device. That perspective is 


clearly absolute in nature and contrary to the public laws which have been carefully 
considered and enacted 


Obviously Plan B ts a compromise that we can all live with for now as it would 
have no significant effect on most activity on the Lake What concerns me however is 
that it 1s pure and simple appeasement to a relatively smal] but very vocal and well- 
funded group of naysayers If there were clear and articuable benefits in taking actions 
against the PWC, | would certainly support reasonable restnchons But after it 1s all said 
and done, there really 1s no measurable benefit in restrcting PWC use For whatever 
reason, the PWC has come under the spothght on a political stage Ultimately 1 seems to 
me that this case and controversy has more to do with a political power struggle than it 
does the health and welfare of Gien Canyon and the millions of people who have every 
mght to enjoy it, chensh it and preserve it. Driving away a relatively significant number 
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of individuals who lewfuils own and operaic PWCs does nothing to promote the area 
halsocver 


ROE arial 


Charles Gustafson \ 
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From: Stuart reid (ED 
Sent: Sunday. November 10, 2002 12:19 Pm 
To: GLCA@den.nps .gov 

Subject: PWC at Lake Powell 


Dear Sirs: 


I have owned a time share on a houseboat at Lake Powell for the past 
five years. We truly enjoy our time at Lake Powell each year and this 
time is enhanced by the use of PWC to explore areas that we couldn't 
see from the houseboat and to do grocery and ice runs at one of the 
marinas. I am the president of the corporation that owns the houseboat 
Desert Phantom and we have a group of 22 owners. If PWC are 
eliminated from Lake Powell I would guess that we would sell our share 
in the boat. if possible, because we would be limited to just cruising 
and parking our houseboat for ten days. 

I am sure some regulation is needed but lets not throw the baby out 
with the beth water. Lake Powell and its myriad of canyons and coves 
should be available for total exploration and this can only happen if 
PWC are able to be used for tramsportation. From the DEIS I would 
personally prefer Plan A but Plan B would be an acceptable compromise. 
The beauty of Lake Powell should be shared and it cannot be if a 
significant portion is hidden from the public. Please allow PWC use 
te continue at Lake Powell. 


Stuart Reid, President 
Desert Phantom inc. 
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MR. TOM HANCOCK: I am one of the owners of Lake 
Powell Waterworld, with my wife. 

This has impacted our business 
tremendously. And the government should have had their 
heads above the water and known, when they signed the 
deal to shut down in November. Had it been December or 
January, when people don’t come to the lake that often, 
it wouldn’t have impacted our business. But I'd say we 
have probably lost a hundred and fifty to two hundred 
thougend dollars for the season because of their inept 
knowing that it was going to take them longer to make a 
Study that should have been a simple study, but they 
decided to give them a great big study and do it one 
time. And they should have known that that study was 
going to take longer than what they signed the paper 
for. 

Now, if they only shut down the certain 
canyons that are on one of the proposals, that’s fine. 
But this lake is too large and there are too many 
peopie in income brackets In 1974 boats cost four 
thousand dollars. Now boats cost anywhere from fifty 


to sixty thousand So a@ young couple with two kids 


/1| 


NORTHERN ARIZONA REPORTERS 


vsounsng 


GLCA-00390 
page 2 of 3 


thet want to see this leke, to see Rainbow Bridge, end 
see the beauty of it and share it with their kids, with 
mo houses, mo telephone poles, like the west was when 
it was wilderness, they can do that for eight, ten. 
fourteen thousand dollars, by Duying a personal 
watercraft that three or two or four of them can go or 
and enjoy the lake They can camp. They ere big 
enougn, they ere clean enough 

And the industry has cleaned up their act 
since 19686, when Sea-Doo first came out And See -Doo 
hes been at the forefront of innovation for cleaner 
eit, less noise But the tree-huggers in San Francis 
60 not even do their homework and read the things that 
have been done to clean them 

But the main thing is They want to 
Grain the leke. And it would stink clear to the 
Mississippi from the smell of this lake if there was nm 
water in it. Plus, if they want to eat and they want 
to turn their lights on in their houses in California, 
they need to wnderstand that we need the water to fill 
up the other lakes that make electricity for them and 
go out to the fields to irrigate the lettuce and th« 
tomatoes and the soybeans and all the stuff so that we 
can feed the population of this country 


You know it’s like they should carry 
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signs 


that say: “I am @ Stupid person 


Thet’s about it 
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SINJAWO.) 


tll 


GLCA-01190 
page 1 of 1 


November 22. 2002 


Katty . Roberts. Supernmtendert 

Gien Canyon Natonsi Recreation Ares 
PO Box 1507 

Page, AZ 88040 


Dee Supsnntendent Roberts 


Thus letter comes t0 you essing support of Alemaetve A regarding the Draft Enwronmertal impact 
Statemert (‘DEIS") for Personal Watercraft (PWC") Rute-Matung = the Gien Canyon Nations! 
Recreston Area PWC provide s rabonei means of scoses to Lake Powell, and | am in strong support 
of continued access and pubic eryoymert of tes veasure 


Lae Powell prowdes @ spectsoJer outdoor setting for many water-based recreation ecivibes 
incuaing PWC use Lake Powell s e momentous expense visaed by Many sesiung to share quaity 
ume in @ spectscutes ousdoor seftng Not to manson the somosconcrnsc gain for local corrurwues as 
8 reeutt of these wets. much of whch 1s Grectly or ndwectly afiriputabie to PWC nding opporturuties at 
Lake Powell 


The OEIS mandest thet PWC have neigndicant enpacts on the Lake's phyecal resources 

evince that water and en quailty levels are well witwn the most siingert EPA standards Lie use. 
there are megrdicart empacts fom PWC (and ciher motornzed craft) on the ares's wikdille, vegstason. 
and resources. PWC sales heve decresssd to less than 10% m the lest 5 years (ou PWC sates 
1997 = 150. m 2001 = 5, YTD 2). and with new reguéations already m place, 2 cycle PWC usage ss on 
the decine Therefore ihe rrenenai enpacts gusting to date wil be substentally decreased as the pubéc 
a ee The DEIS correctly 
inchcates thet e PWC ben would not meaninghully further any pir 


in efforts to emehcrate he PWC recreaing eqenence te State of Utsh hes enposed statass 


ability to safely operate watercraft. As well as, stronger forfest for those found to be under the ftusnce 
of reguiated substances whe operating PWC 


There wil erespys be a tee indidues ieeemehed The agency shoud 
nck be Gracia’ by te Ncden agande ol Yes Gagne marty The DEIS demoneestes tne vas: 
maportty nave highly at Late Powell. “Socal cordact s pracucally non-sostert 


ard we urge you 10 renounce efforts by ent-eccess specs risrests 10 “tashwon’ conficl in tres procees 


Wf resinchons are necessary they shoud be ruremei, and encompass ef motorzed access (not only 
PWC) from a seiect few erees reserved sincty for fierung Resinctons beyond those suggestad = 
Atemnatve B of the DEIS woud upusifiebly eirrenate positwe feruly-cnerted recreation wih no 
Ofisetang resource or recrestion benefits | urge you to edopt Alemabve A as described in the DE!S 
and alow meanmngis PWC acoses to contnue at Lake Powell 


Suncerety. 
fad? 
Swednan s Re.veston inc 
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1.I am unable to attend the Granc Junction forum because I am currently 
running for Avon Town Council and a their meeting is the same night. Also a 
Town Council Candidates Forum is schedulec following the meetin 


Please pass these comment on to all responsible parties 

Alternative A is the most desirabie from my ‘family’s standpoint. I have 
printed and reviewed the 2002 Superintendent ’s Compendium ard concur with 
this Alternative. 

Alternative B’s suggestion that it ‘reduces visitor conflict’ should not be 
part of a decision whish is based on an Environmental Impact Statement. If 
‘visitor conflict’ :s a problem, then tightening patrolling is a solution. 
This Alternative could be l-ved with. but is far from the first choice. 
Alternative C is unacceptable in any way. shape or form. 

With the evolution of the EFI PWC’s and the introduction of the 4-stroke 
technology, I believe this ‘problem’ is self correcting The required 
updated emiss:on standards are taking care of environment. 

I wil review the Draft EIS and be back in touch my email, snortly. 


Sincerely, 


TAB Associates, Inc. 
The Architectural Balar-e 


Tab Bonidy, NCARB 
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AMERICAN CANOE ASSOCIATION, INC. 


impacts of Persona/ Watercraft Use on Waterway Recreation. A large amount of 


Established 1880 the imformaton presented in this report is from public sources that NPS aiso has 
: access to. The report assesses the impacts PWC use has on public safety. on 
the recreation expenence of other waterway users. and on the environment. in 
each of these areas of PWC impacts the DE!S overlooked critical informaton that 
was readily available. | have provided copies of the aforementoned ACA report 
as part of these comments 
Paddiesport Publrshing Inc Paddier Magay ine 
Profesmonal Paddiespar Assuc aan A very senous fiaw in the DEIS :s ‘ts fasure to adequatety assess the safety 
November 26. 2002 threat posed to park visitors by PWC use The EA does not adequately analyze 
. existng accident data available from the United States Coast Guard (USCG) 
Ms L. Roberts The information considered in the DE!IS with respect to safety is limited to 1997 
- Kitty data on accident numbers and injunes and the 1996 Nabonal Transportation 
Supenntendent Safety Board (NTSB) report. More diligent resarch ito the USCG Boating 
PWC DEIS . Acoxdent Report Database (BARD) would have aiso found that PWC. which 
Glen Canyon Recreation Area compnse onty 6 5 percent of vessels. are invoived in 55 percent of aii vesset-on- 
P.O. Box 1507, vesse! collisions. that 70 percent of all PWC accidents are collisions, and that 
Page, AZ 86040 PWC are more than 3 times as itkely to strike a person swimmung in the water as 
other vesseis. 
Re: ) on ~~ feueateaeeananes ateeeaseaes Involvement in any collision indicates vessel operation that places othe: 
waterway users at risk. The vast majority (70%) of PWC accidents are collisions. 
. many of these are collisions with other vessels. in fact, 12.218 PWC were 
Dear Supenntendent Roberts: mvotved in vessel-on-vessei Coli:sions from 1996 tnrough 2000 compared to 
7.385 motorboats. Astounding numbers given that motorboats in the U S 
The Amencan Canoe Association (ACA), on behalf of its 50.000 members, and outnumber PWC by a margin of 8-1 This disparity has not improved over time. 
the more than 25 million Americans who enjoy paddlesports (canoeing. kayaking, m fac. the PWC collision data for 1999 and 2000 is worse than previous years 
Natonai Recreator Area Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) on use primarily poses a safety Sweet PWC operators is not accurate. 
personal watercraft (PWC) use The DEIS also falls short of adequately examuning the adverse impacts of P¥VC 
: , use to canoeist and kayakers. There ts no evidence that NPS surveyed paddler 
First, the ACA does not believe that the DE!S provides an adequate range of percepbons of Lake Powell, the lake's appeal (0. lack thereof) to canoersts and 
alternatives. An alternative that specifically limits PWC use to the large. wide- kayakers. or how PWC impact ther visitor expenence The DE!S appesrs to rety 
open portions of Lake Powell and prohibits PWC use from a greater portion of on visitation data and surveys that refiect litte input from paddiers Kayaking is 
the lake's narrow coves and canyons is needed. Also, none of the altematives the nation's fastest growing outdoor actrvity. yet none of this growth 1s reflected in 
offer a shoreline buffer adequate to protect other waterway users and wildiife Lake Powell's use figures Given the sceruc beauty of Lake Powell, the fact that 
from the safety hazards and disruption associated with PWC use The DEIS Sah Gdhandeeemintceetnadtibesnenaian 
, . is Curious are pretty prevaience use is preventing 
simply fails to represent a full spectrum of reasonable options. en tnseane fo conse ond taueh ene 
ACA believes that the selection of alternative B as the “environmentally Based on comments to ACA from hundreds of canoeists and kayakers 
preferred” alternative 1s not supported by the facts. The ACA was prepared to encountenng PWC 1s one of the most unnerving expenences  paddier can have 
accept an alternative that allows for continued PWC use on a significant portion 


of Lake Powell, but since the only alternative offered that adequately protects the 
Safety and recreational expenence of other visitors from the impacts of PWC use 
is alternative C, the ACA must go on record as supporting alternative C. 


The DEIS also fails to adequately research the impacts of Personal Watercraft 
(PWC) use. In July the ACA released a report entitled Hostile Waters, The 
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on the water PWC use greatly derunishes or destroys a paddier's recregbonal 
expenence While the DEIS acknowledges personal watercraft users “tend to 
operate close to shore o: in confined areas. and often travel in groups.” the 
preferred atemative Goes irtle or nottung to address the resulting enpacts to 
visitors who canoe. kayak or othermse recreate m near-shore environments 


Additonaity the visible and audible poliuton from PWC signricantly impact other 
recreational activites. wikdide and waterway quality Although other types of 
motonzed wetercraf? aiso emi poliuhon. the operational charactensics of P¥wC 
use — such as staying in one area for long penods of time and the frequent 
acceleration and deceleration — mcrease the impacts of PWC pollution on others 
Even when equipped with Girect yected two stroke or four stroke engines, the 
nature of PWC operation will continue to create unacceptable amounts of ai" anc 
water poflubon. Managing Lake Powell m a manner: thal encourages canoe and 
kayak use while decreasing PWC use would have a posiive impact on the au 
and wate: quality of the iake without diminsshing overall recreatonal use 


As with other portions of the DEIS. ¢s assessment of PWC impacts to wiidirfe ss 
incomplete and flawed. The DE!S does not adequately assess the adverse 
effects PWC use has, or may have. on Peregrine Faicons, Great Horned Owls 
Baid Eagies Golden Eagies and Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoos. Studies have 
shown that PWC use adversely mnpacts a wide variety of bird species Tom 
Wilmers. a U S Fish and Wildlife Service biologist in Flonda found that P¥v¥C 
have significant impacts on nesting osprey Other research has found that Pvv¥C 
have adverse enpacts on the Common Loon. Common Tem, Brown Pelican and 
Trumpeter Swan 


The DEIS also does not adequately assess the adverse effects of PWC use has. 
or may have. on Desert Bighorn Sheep or on nver otters. NPS should not 
a@utomatcally assume that PWC impacts are neghgibie or acceptable to nesting 
birds and breeding mammais. implementing a |.000-foot shoreline buffer from 
tugh-speed PWC operaton would provide much better protection to wildlife from 
PWC impacts Te ea 
penods of time. the unsque nature of PWC noise. and the 

a enahamenas beaiembiae dite daanetam tiemapent 
Gasproportonate impacts on wiidite. 


The Gaims by the PWC industry regarding cleaner and less nosy PWC are 


new product line-up ts comprised of two-stroke PWC Only a few of the new 
PWC modeis have four-stroke engines 
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Many of the conclusions reached by the DEIS are no! based m fact NPS fais to 
consider readily avaiable inmformaton about the wnpacts of PYWC use fl reaches 
conciusions that do not follow from the evidence # presents anc ¢ makes 
assumptons about PWC use and @s «npacts thai are inconsistent wath the 
findings of other NPS units. The ACA believes that ts DEIS falls short of the 
NEPA standards for such an assessment and violates ihe seftiement agreeme 
between NPS and the Biuewste’ Network 


The ACA strongly urges you to ubkze the mformation presented dunng tus 
Comment penod inciuding these comments and the enclosed ACA report. to 
reevaluate the findings and recommendatons of tus DEIS | trust tat doing so 
will leac you to conciude that nether aterngtves A and 8 will prowde for ne 
adequate management of PWC use Given the numerous mnpacts PWC use has 
on other waterway users NPS selects siternatve 6 1 will be affording 
preterentai use for one user group to the Oetmment of aii other users and to the 
resource Please consider the safety and recreational needs of ACA members 
and others who Go not recreate on PWC 


if you have any questons or comments about anything contamed herem. of m 
eae 
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Gien Camyon Navona! Recreation Area 
Amn PWC DEIS 
P.O. Box 1507 
Page. AZ 86040 


la Re Support for Aneraatrve B, with Reservations 
Dear Supermiendent Robens. 


| am writing on behalf of the American Watercraft Association (AWA), the largest personal 
watercraft (PWC) riders’ organization m the country. The AWA represents PWC owners. 
entbus.asts. dcalers, aftermarke! parts suppliers, and renta! operations throughout! the Country 


Whole we apprecasic the fact that you have mitiated the rubemaking process af Glen Canyon NRA 
to allow for contunued PWC access. we are very drsappoumted that ut has taken so long to complete 
the mia! steps, locking PWC owners out of Lake Powell, one of the largest and most popular 
boating destinations im the Western Unned Sues in addstion, vour negiigence has already cost 
businesses in the Page area as weil as m Colorado. tah. Arizona. and “ew Mexco hundrods of 
thousands of dotlars m 2002 alone. and could potentually cost these businesses malbons mm 2003 of 
a rule 1s not completed quick!y 


Wah respect to the Draft Environmental lmpect Stasement, we agree wath the comments 
submitted by the Personal Watercraft Industry Association (PWIA) as to the specific errors and 
omesssons This etter will not restate those. as time 1s of the essence mm this rulemaking process. 
and the precious munutes a takes you to read this leer further delays the implementation of a 
PWC rule 


The majority of Americans feel that PWC do. mm fact, belong on Lake Powell Ahernatrve B mm the 
Draft Envaonmental impact Statement does a good job in recogm zing that fact, as © grams access 
to PWC im most waterways throughout the “ational Recreation Area 


However, there are some glaring problems with the Draft EIS as « whole, many of which are 
reterred to mn the PWIA comments, and in Alternatrve B 


Rambow Broder NM - Pine Shoubd lacinde PWC Access 


The Draft Environmental impact Statement does not include any provision for the long-term 
management of the Rainbow Bridge National Monument, which should be mchuded im the Gien 
Canyon lake management plan 


Rainbow Bridge NM «s one of the most popular destimations on Lake Powell, and while lake 
levels are low, PWC will have access. However, if and when lake water levels rise, PWC will be 
permanently barred as a result of the original National Park Service PWC rulemaking of 2000 


Rainbow Bridge NM 1s one of the few National Monuments that cannot be accessed by road The 
only way to veset mts by boat, and the National Park Service should not prohibr Americans who 
own PWC from accessing this part of the Glen Canyon Nationa! Recreation Area 
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To Gate, there has been no plan to re-antegrate Rambow Budge NM imto the Glen Canyon lske 
management plan. There have been mo proposals to allow for continued access to Rainbow 
Bridge NM, even though @ is only off limas to PWC because of «2 technical giftch im the 
rulemaking process There ts no reason, environmental or otherwise, to comtenuc with c ban on 
PWC at Rambow Bridge NM 


No Wake Zoes - Showid Apo to Ali Bost or be Removed 


In addition to the Rambow Bridge access issuc, which is so important to PWC owners, the no 
wake zones proposed in Alternative B ts both silogical anc poses a danger to PWC operators and 
thew passengers 


There 1s no rational reason supported by science that would require PWC to operate at no wake 
speeds m areas where “conventional” boats could travel at unlimited speeds PWC, m fact. 
produce fewer waves as 2 result of their operation, and therefore create fess of an crosion 
problem, than these “conventional” boasts. Some, like wakeboard boats winch will be allowed. are 
actually designed to create large wake waves, with water beliast bags and other weighting devises 
that allow for wakes of up to three feet 


By comparison, PWC are designed to achieve s plane st lower speeds, and therefore create less 
crosson-causing wakes 


Forcing one type of boat to operate at no wake speeds poses seriows health risks for thew 
operators. Both the United States Coast Guard and the National Associaton of Boating Lew 
Admunistrators oppose regulations thal create different speed lemuts for vessels operating mm the 
same waterway because i creates dangerous condmons where one boat os traveling at very bow 
speeds and cannot avoid another boat traveling at high speeds 


Thes type of arrangement will force PWC operators to break the law am order to avord collissons 
with other boats, and could lead to a dramatic increase m accidents on Lake Powel! | urge you to 
either remove the no wake zone requirement from Alternative B and all other proposed 
Management opvions. or to require al! boats to obey the same speed |umuts 


| took forward to particepating im the remainder of the rulemaking process and hope that i 1s 
completed as quickly as possible. As always, please contact me if you have any questions 
regarding PWC or the AWA 
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Delivered via Electronic hail to GLCA@den_ nps gov 
and wa U.S. Mail 


Gten Camyon Namonal Recreanon Area 
PWC DEIS 

P.O. Box 1507 

Page. Arnzona 86040 


RE: Comments on Gies Canyon NRA PWC Rule Making DEIS 
Dear DEIS Team Member: 


We are providing the followmg comments w response w the Gien Canyoo NRA Draft 
Envgommental impact Statement for Personal Watercraft Rule-Making usued w Sepeember. 
2002 (the “DEIS"). These comments are subeniteed on behalf of our cliem the BiueRibbon 
Coalmon 4 pshoeal orgamzs0cn Champromng responsible use of public lands (and waters) for 
the benef cf all recrestomsts BlueRibbon hes over 1.100 business and orgamzanona! 
Memabert represesung more thes 600.000 mdrvatuals BlueRubbon = reogmzed by the 
genera: publx the medis and elected officuais as 2 leader mm promoung common sense and aD 
eqgukable spprosch @ recreation and access issues. Plesec comider theee comment: aw 
wadependem of and supplemental w commen submumed by individual and organizavonal 
Bae Rubbon members 


We urge you to select ap alseruative that will allow for reasonable persona! watercraft 
("PWC") access t© the GCNRA. We recognize that well-organized and well-funded 
Opposmon exists to such use ~The DEIS demonstrates thai there 1s no sound scoennfic basi for 
clamination of PWC from te GCNRA The DEIS presemanon of the preferred ahernative 
suggests you have seen through PWC opponents’ “astroturf” campaign. and we encourage you 
to stay that course Some may argue thet the DEIS us iliegaily deviating from the setiemem in 
Bluewater Network v. Santon, D.D.C. Case No. 00-CV-2093. In reality, that setiiement only 
guarantees that a process like that undertaken in the DEIS will occur, not that amy particular 
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ouacome ws legally mandated Lmgauon secms the mevmabie resuli of nearly al] meamngful 
modern-day NEPA decisions. Hopefully the Gay bes passed when Geeats of ixigation will 
wfluence pubix land managers decusons allocating recreational resource: Ast be 


BiucRibbon suppor: Alternative B as prescatec @ te DEIS One could argue Ge 
DEIS fails t presemt 2 justification for any restrictions on PWC use. Suill, we believe ht 
Alerustive B's restrictioms on PWC use are reascmsbic and com be eccopeed by PWC 
enx@usioss. Assuming « Gociticon © allow avy PWC usc & Lake Powell will provoke some 
legal challenge, we belseve that a decision adopumg Alernauve B will be more casily dciended 
than one adopung Alternatrve A 


There are oo physical resource impacts which justify PWC use reerictiom beyond 
those comained > Alkernative B. The DEIS comtaims reasoned analysis of water quality, ar 
qualny. “soundscape,” wildlife population and habuat. T & E species, and vegetation enpecu: 
Lake Powell i « umgue site and PWC and other form of motorized bos acoces oe 


r and emusssoms will substantially umprove under reguistions 
outmde the GCNRA process. DEIS a 15 (emissions); 105 (g0me). In shor, Gere bs oo 
pirysical resource “problem” and w the exiem! some vistors are dissatisfied wah the present 
levels of neghgibie mmpacts those umpacts wil) comtumue tw be reduced with mandated advances 
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October 30, 2002 
PWC use generates and contributes ‘) importamt socioeconomic benefis. As the DEIS 
notes, PWC-sssociased revenues “represent an mmportam segment of the local and regional Supenntendem Kitty Roberts 
recreation-besed economy.” DEIS st 23. Commmnities like Page face difficult economic Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
pant = el ty hh Aa: PWC DEIS 
entreprencurs. See, DEES at 147 (estimating 14,300 rental days originating in Page). PWC acyl 


= Gs ' - Roughly RE: Comments on National Park Service's Draft Environmental Impact 
oe SOE SS ED SS SE. © GEE SSS See. Statement and Personal Watercraft Rule-Making for Glen Canyon NRA 


Dear Superintendent Roberts: 


On behalf of Bluewater Network and the more than four million Amencans we represent, 
we respectfully submit the following comments on the Natonal Park Service's (NPS) draft 


BlueRibbos appreciates the DEIS’ thorough analysis of PWC access. Alternative B Environmental Impact Sustement (DEIS) and personal watercraft rulemaking for Glen 
will not be universally popular, but strikes an appropriate balance in ~anaging PWC use of Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA) 
Lake Powell. We ask that the GCNRA adopt Alternative B in its final decision so that 
appropriate PWC access may contimue. Support for Alternative C 
Very truly yours, Bluewater Network supports Alternative C, the no-action alternative, of the DEIS which 
would prohibit personal watercraft (PWC) from Glen Canyon NRA. We also urge the 
MOORE SMITH BUXTON TURCKE NPS to forgo the creation of PWC special regulations. Rather, we ask the NPS to allow 
CHARTERED . , the court-ordered deadline of November 6” to pass, permanently banning PWC from Gien 
Canyon. 
WCa PWC. better known by the trade name jetski, have been shown to cause significant damage 
to air and water quality, visitor enjoyment, public heaith and safety, endangered species, 
Paul A. Turcke natural soundscapes, and wildlife. We have major concerns wsth the NPS’ preferred 
alternative, which would permit PWC operation throughout much of the Recreation Area 
/PAT Moreover, the NPS’ analysis of PWC impacts im the draft EIS overlooks important 


research, reaches unsupportable conclusions, and appears to violate the terms of uur court- 
ordered settlement agreement. Insufficient attention to these matters may render the DEIS 
ripe for legal review. 


Glen Canyon is a National Treasure 
Glen Canyon NRA is a national treasure and protects some of America’s ireplaceabic 


scenic vistas, geologic wonders, and cultural resources. The NRA also contains some of 
the quietest places on the planet. 
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Federal Mandates Require Preservation of Resources and Wildlife 


Congress, with the passage of several acts, has made it clear that the National Park 
Service's (NPS) paramount mission ts to protect the resources and wildlife contained 
with the National Park System from damage by recreational uses such as PWC. For 
example, the Organic Act (16 USC sec. |), plainly states that the NPS is to leave park 
resources “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Moreover, this act clearly 
States that the only appropriate forms of recreation are those that leave park resources 
unimpaired. 


The enabling jeg:slation for Glen Canyon also requires the NPS to take strong action 
regarding PWC impacts. In particular, this act states that the NP'S's primary goal at the 
recreation area 1s to provide for the outdoor public recreation 1s such a way as to “preserve 
scenic, scientific, and historic features contributing to public enjoyment of the area.” 


Additiona! federal and state laws direct the NPS to protect wildlife from PWC damage. 
The Endangered Species Act obligates the NPS to take proactive measures to prevent the 
taking of threatened or endangered species. Glen Canyon and the surrounding area are 
home to several federally listed species, including the Bald Eagic, the Humpback Chub, 
and the Western yeliow-billed cuckoo, all of which could potentially be harmed by PWC 
operation. 


Federal policies also require the NPS to take proactive measures to protect park resources 
from harm. Executive Orders # 11644 and 11989 unmistakably state that the NPS must 
close units of the park system to off-road vehicle operation (i.¢. PWC) if the agency 
determines that such use 1s causing considerable damage to park resources. In addition, on 
September 8th, 2000, NPS Director Robert Stanton issued Director's Order #55. Durector 
Stanton gave this order to provide park managers with a better understanding of their legal 
duties in managing the national park system, and to establish policies and procedures 


Both Director's Order #55 and the 2001 NPS Management Policies provide better clarity 
on the NPS’ fundamental purpose and mandate -- to conserve park resources and values. 
This purpose also includes providing for the enjoyment of park resources and values by the 
people of the United States. However, the order correctly notes that, “when there 1s a 
conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for enjoyment of them, 
conservation 1s to be predominant.” Director Stanton recognized that while the NPS has 
the discretion to allow certain impacts withi: the parks, that discretion is limited by 
statutory requirements that the park service leave park resources and values unimpaired. 


The following is provided to counter some of the more common arguments used by the 
P'WC industry to block implementation of PWC-specific regulations. 
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The P'WC industry has claimed that PWC are recognized by the US Coast Guard (USCG) 
as “class A“ vessels and therefore cannot be regulated differently than other motorboats. 
However, the USCG states that the term “class-A vessel” has no meaning insofar as Coast 
Guard regulations are concerned (see enclosed USCG letter). To date, the USCG has 
refrained from defining PWC. Rather, the Coast Guard encourages other government 
agencies to define the craft. The National Park Service determined that PWC are different 
from conventional motorboats and finalized PWC-specific regulations im March of 2000. 


Use of FASFRA Funds does not guarantee PWC access 


The PWC industry has long maintained that PWC riders have a “right” to use any boating 
infrastructure built using funds appropriated under the Federal Aid in Sport Fish 
Restoration Act (FASFRA). However, a 1999 Florida lawsuit negates this claim. In 
Kissimme River Valley Sportsman's Association v. The City of Lakeland (60 F. Supp. 24 
1289) (see enclosed copy), the United States District Court in Florida ruled that FASFRA 
does not create a fed-ral nght to equal access for boats of common horsepower ratings at 
boat launch facilities constructed or maintained under the Act. This case suggests that 
government agencies may prohibit PWC regardiess of whether they have used FASFRA 
funds to construct boat launches and facilities. 


PWC Operation Damages Lake Resources and Values 


PWC are high-speed thnill-craft commonly used for no purpose other than to provide the 
operator with a high-impact thnill-nde. Unfortunately, these thnills come at an 
extraordinarily high price in the form of degraded air and water quality, threatened public 
safety, endangered wildlife, shattered natural quiet and diminished visitor enjoyment. For 
more on these impacts, please see Bluewater Network's comments on the National Park 
Service's PWC regulations (enclosed). 


Numerous studies and reports have uncovered this significant damage. In particular, we 
wish to draw attention to the impacts PWC have on water quality, natural 
soundscapes’ visitor enjoyment, public safety, and wildlife. 


Water Quality Impairment 


Nearly all PWC utilize conventional two-stroke engines, which dump between 25 and 30 
percent of thetr gas and oil mixture unburned into the environment. The combustion 
process also produces several toxic compounds including polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH), nitrogen oxide (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO). In the report 
Water Quality Concerns related to Personal Watercraft Usage, the National Park Service 
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admits that many of these toxic compounds are routinely found m lakes and reservoirs with 
PWC use, sometimes at levels which threaten both human and ecological health. 


PWC destroy Natural Soundscapes/Visitor Enjoyment 


Please find a copy of the report Drowning in Noise: Noise Costs of PWC in America. 
Drowning in Noise finds that PWC will impose an estumated $900 million m noise 
annoyance costs on beachgoers this year as well as hundreds of millions of dollars of 
additional costs to water recreationists and shoreline property owners. The report also 
documents thal minimum-distance rules are only modestly effective, while supposedly 
quicter new models won't put much of a dent in the noise burden. The only way to slash 
the noise costs of PWC, the authors find, is to ban them from as many waters as possibic. 


PWC threaten public safety 


According to Coast Guard statistics, PWC represent roughly 10 percent of ali boats, yet are 
involved in approximately 30 percent of all boating accidents. Even more shocking, nearly 
80 percent of PWC accidents are the result of a collision with objects such as another boat, 
swimmer, or dock. 


A report by Bluewater Network found that roughly 24 percent of the PWC manufactured 
during the last ten years have been recalled due to production and/or design problems that 
could lead to fires and/or explosions. (Please see enclosed report: Personal Watercraft 
Production/Design Problems. High Potential for Fires and Explosions ) 


According to the USCG's most recent safety data (1995 through 1999), both the number of 
fires and the injures associated with those fires have increased more than 300 percent 
since 1995. Injuries associated with these fires have increased every year. Moreover, the 
safety data reveals that m more than two-thirds of al! fire/explosion incidents, equipment 
failure and/or ignition of leaking fuel was the cause of the fire. By comparison, PWC 
nders’ inexpernence or reckless operation was responsible for less than seven percent of the 
fires. Bluewater Network's FOIA request also revealed that the production and design 
problems in tens of thousands of machines have not been corrected. 


PWC disproportionately impact wildlife 


Wildlife biologists throughout North America have testified on the existing and potential 
impacts of PWC use. In California, marine mammal experts have voiced their concern that 
PWC activity near seals, sca lions, and elephant seals disturbs normal rest and social 
interaction, and causes stampedes into the water thal can separate seal pups from adult 
mothers. According to Judy Mcintyre, researcher and director of the North American 
Loon Fund, PWC are the greatest current threat to breeding loon populations. Joanna 
Burger, author of a Rutgers University PWC study, observed PWCs skimming the edge of 


GLCA-01002 
page 5 of 19 


islands and running over common tern nests contaming eggs or chicks. Burger's study 
confirms that waterfowl respond “significantly more” to PWCs as compared to 
conventional motorboats. Officials at the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife's Ecosystem Management Program have gone on record to report that they are 
becoming “increasingly concerned with the effect of motorized personal watercraft... 
particularly jet skis, on both nesting birds and spawning salmon.” And, the state of Hawaii 
classified PWC as “thrill craft,” imposing strict areas of use for the vehicles in order to 


Many researchers have found that PWC cause lasting impacts to fish and wildlife. Two- 
stroke engines, the type that drive most PWC on the water today, have been shown to 
produce pollutants that cause significant damage to aquatic plants and fish. In addition, 
wildlife experts have testified that PWC have a high potential to create noise that ts 
perceived as more annoying to wildlife than the sound generated by other sources such as 
conventional motorboats (Please see enclosed studies and reports for more on PWC 
impacts to wildlife.) 


Marine biologists have also found that boat traffic alters behavior of marine mammals such 
as the bottlenose dolphin. Biologists from the Mote research center in Florida investigated 
the impacts of both conventional motorboats and personal watercraft (PWC) on dolphins 
and found that regardless of approach speed, PWC elicited a greater response and evoked 
greater changes in behavior than did conventional boats. It is believed that this ts due to 
the unpredictable approach of PWC, as well as the fact that the machines are not 
acoustically detectable at the same distance as other watercraft. This lack of predictability 
translates into greater disturbance and potential danger. The researchers also found that the 
water depth at which a disturbance takes place is significant. Disturbance in shallow water 
produced a higher frequency of directional and inter-animal distance changes. This is 
particularly troubling considering PWC, unlike conventional boats, can access very 
shallow waters that historically have been used by dolphins as a sanctuary from boat 
traffic. The scientists warn that if these shallow waters are no longer safe havens for 
dolphins “then a dolphin's ability to sustain itself, avoid boat traffic, or a mother's ability 
to safely rear her calf could be comprised.” This same logic can be applied to the behavior 
and disturbance level of fish and other marine organisms. 


New Technologies still cause problems 


Recently, there has been much news concerning so-called “new” PWC technology. Many 
PWC supporters claim that advancements in engine design, such as direct injection, will 
solve all environmental impacts related to PWC operation. Unfortunately, this is not the 
case, and researchers are finding that these new technologies still present significant 
environmental hazards. 


Enclosed please find the California Air Resources Board (CARB) report Outboard Engine 


and Personal Watercraft Emissions to Air and Water A Laboratory Study. The purpose of 
this study was to evaluate emissions from marine engines and personal watercraft operated 
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under controlled test conditions. The primary goal was to compare emission levels across 
technologies, with partscular emphasrs on two-stroke vs. four-stroke engines and 
conventional vs. advanced fuel-management systems. 


Air Pollution 


For all measured air pollutants, two-stroke persona! watercraft (PWC) and outboards were 
generally and substantially higher than comparable four-stroke engines. In the case of 
hydrocarbons (THC), two-stroke motors were far more polluting than comparable four- 
stroke motors. 


Water Pollution 


Similar to ait emissions, pollutant concentrations im the water column of two-stroke and DI 
engines were consistently higher than those of comparable four-stroke engines. This was 
true for many pollutants including MTBE, benzene and acetaldehyde. Moreover, both the 
carbureted and Di two-strokes were found to emit polycychc aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAH). This is particularly troubling because PAH -- even at minute levels of parts per 
trillion -- are toxic to aquatic plants and fish. The research also found that concentrations 
of many of these pollutants remaimed substantially elevated in the test tank one full day 
after testing. 


Direct-Injected Two-strokes and Four-stroke PWC still cause damage 


CARB research also found that although direct-injyected (DI) two-stroke engines were 
cleaner than carbureted two-strokes, on average they were far dirtier than four-stroke 
engines. For example, Di engines emit approximately seven times more total 
hydrocarbons (THC) than do four-stroke engines. THC is a key component in the 
formation of smog. In the case of formaldehyde, a possible human carcinogen, DI engines 
emitted more than both the carbureted two-strokes and four-stroke engines. While four- 
strokes were substantially better in terms of discharging less of some of the most important 
pollutants, they did not solve all problems. In the case of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 
carbon monoxide (CO), the four-stroke engine emitted more than the Di engines. 


Neither the DI nor the four-stroke PWC will do anything to address the impacts of the 
more than 1.1 million thrilicraft already operating on Amencan waters. In addition, with 
the recent downturn in PWC sales, it will take longer for newer model PWC with the 
advanced technology to replace older PWC. In fact, at current sales rates, even if every 
new PWC sold were equipped with the new technology (which ts clearly not the case), it 
would take nearly 12 years to replace all the dirty two-stroke PWC. Finally, it should be 
remembered that these new are unlikely to improve PWC's safety record or 
decrease their impact upon wildlife. 
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The American public supports a ban on PWC 


The vast majority of the American public supports the elimination of PWC use in the 
national parks. Recently, Zogby International released a pol! which found thal a more than 
two-thirds of the American public (67%) supports protecting the National Parks from 
motonzed thrill-craft such as PWC (see enclosed results from Zogby poll). 


Please find a copy of a Citizen Letter urging the NPS to prohibit PWC operation from the 
entire National Park System, including Gien Canyon National Recreation Area. The White 
House received nearly 30,000 of these letters during the comment penod on the NPS’ 
national PWC rule. Adding these comments to the more than 10,000 additional comments 
the NPS received calling for PWC restrictions means that approximately 4 out of every 5 
comments on the naonal PWC rule supports reigning in PWC damage. 


We request that the 30,000 Citizen letters be added to the administrative record as 
supporting a PWC ban at the Gien Canyon National Recreation Arca. In addition, we ask 
that the NPS please include al! of Bluewater Network's previous letters and 
correspondences sent to Glen Canyon concerning P'WC activity in the administrative 
record for the general evaluation of PWC use. 


Issues in the Draft EIS that need more attention 


The following comments concern areas of the DEIS where Bluewater Network believes the 
NPS needs to devote more attention and additional resources. 


Compliance with federal law 


Federal laws such as the Organic and Redwoods Acts require the NPS to protect park 
resources and wildlife from damage. Specifically, the Organic Act bars impairment of 
park resources. The Redwoods Act requires the NPS to allow no “derogation” of park 
resources. According to the DEIS, it appears that the NPS believes that the “no 
impairment” and the “no derogation” mandates set the same level of protection. In fact. 
these two words have different meanings. According to the online version of Webster's 
Dictionary the word impair means to grow worse, to deteriorate. Common use of the word 
assumes that impairment of a resource is a process that results in its destruction. 


Webster's Dictionary defines the word “derogate” as to take away, to detract, to withdraw 
From this definition i cannot be assumed that the derogation of a resource automatically 
leads to its the destruction, rather the word merely implies that a resource 1s diminished im 
value. (Please see www dictionary com for these definitions.) Obviously, the “no 
derogation” mandate sets a higher level of protection and bars the NPS from allowing 
activities such as PWC operation which would “take away or detract” from park resources 
and valucs. Put another way, even if PWC operation at Glen Canyon was determined not 
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to impair park resources, values and wildlife, the DEIS clearly shows that PWC use is 
derogating the NRA‘s environment and wildlife. Therefore, continued PWC use at Glen 
Canyon violates federal law. 


Compliance with NPS Regulations 


in March 2000, the NPS finalized regulabons which prohiba PWC operation throughout 
the Nationa! Park System. As a result of an April 2001 court settlement, the NPS may 
consider long-term PWC operation at 2! park units only after conducting appropriate 
environmental reviews and promulgating special regulations. in the Nabona! Park 
Service's March 21, 2000, federal register notice for the PWC rule, the Park Service states 
that a will consult with and seek the expertuse of “the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration and other cooperating agencies as a way of 
maintaming the environmental integnty of park areas ~ Among other issues, sf 1s essential 
to mvestigate the impacts PWC have on water quality and visitor safety by “utilizing the 
experuse™ of the agences listed above and other agencies that have a mission to further 
consulted with and sought out the guidance of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
select state agencies, there 1s no evidence of collaboration with the other agencies listed 
above. This lack of collaboration appears to violate the NPS’ PWC regulations. 


Prope: implementations of NPOMA and Director's Order #12 


The DEIS on page | 59 states thai the National Parks Omnibus Management Act 
(NPOMA) requires the NPS to base its resource management decisions upon scientific and 
technical information. Moreover, Director's Order #12 (DO#12) says that if such 
information cannot be obtained, the NPS will modify a proposed action “to climunate the 

et , her al il be selected.” 
(Emphasis added) DO #12 also states that when it is not possible to eliminate an activity 
with unknown or uncertain potential umpacts, the NPS will provide background on the 
completencss of such information, the relevance of missing information, a summary of 
adverse impacts, and an evaluation of those impacts. 


From the draft EIS, « appears that the NPS at Glen Canyon has concluded that much 
information regarding PWC use 1s too expensive and/or impossible to collect In addition, 
given the NPS’ preferred alternative which calls for continued PWC use, i appears that the 
agency has determined that PWC operation cannot be eluminated from Glen Canyon NRA 
Unfortunately, the NPS provides no discussion m the DEIS as to why it 1s impossible to 
conduct additional Glen Canyon specific PWC studies Moreover, the NPS’ determmation 
at Glen Canyon tha: PWC cannot be eliminated from the preferred alternative runs counter 
to the actions at dozens of parks across the country thal have prohibsted these machines. 


Bluewater Nets ork beheves that a proper reading of the stipulations in DO #12 requires 
the NPS to choos: an alternative which eluminates PWC operation 
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The Good Faith Nature of the Review 


Bluewater Network us concerned that the NPS" review of PWC and them impact upon Gien 
Canyon resources 1s headed toward a predetermined outcome in particular, we beleve the 
NPS has already rejected alternative C, the no action alternative, and regardless of the 
environmental impact drscovered during the EIS process, PWC will be authorized at Gien 
Canyon. Matenals released to the public, as well as NPS statements to the press have led 
us to this conclusion. 


For example, at public workshops, the NPS distributed matcnals concerning P'WC use at 
Glen Canyon. Three categones of information were presented dumng these workshops 


A) A umeline for rulemaking, 
B) Gien Canyon authorization, mission, purpose, cic., and 
C) Resource issues and Concerns 


In the resource issues and concerns matenals, the NPS discusses the potenti) umpacts of 
P'WC operation. The matenals also provide bullet points on the NPS’ management 
objectives m relation to those impacts. Finally, the NPS details the management 
prescription options the agency could employ to achieve ms stated objectives. 

In particular, the NPS lists twelve resources issues and concerns (au and water quality, 
visitor enjoyment, public safety, etc) and more than 60 management prescnpuons for 
dealing with these issues. Unfortunately, not one of the listed management 

calls for the elimination of PWC throughout Glen Canyon. Failure to list a ban as a 
possible management prescnption calls into question the NPS willingness to consider this 
option. 


We are also concerned with the public statements of NPS employees regarding the DEIS 
process. For example, Mananne Karraker was quoted im the Salt Lake Tribune on July |4, 
2002, stating that a court-ordered ban, now scheduled to take effect on November 6°, 
“should be temporary.” Moreover, the Arizona Daily Sun reported on June 6, 2002, that 
Supenntendent Kitty Roberts stated that in the Fina! EIS, PWC might be banned only im 
some secluded slot canyons. These statements and matenals suggest that the NPS has 
already made the decision to permit continued PWC operation at the NRA regardless of 
the public comment and review process of the DEIS. 


Compliance with Court Settlement 


On April 12, 2001, a Washington, D.C. Distnct Court approved the settlement of 
Bluewater Network's court challenge of the NPS’ PWC regulations. In that settlement, the 
Park Service agreed to conduct appropriate environmental reviews of the impacts of "PWC 
use in the parucular unit.” Specifically, the NPS agreed to evaluate PWC wmpacts upon 
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“water quality, a quality, soundscapes, wildlife and wildlife habiiat, shoreline vegetation. 
and vusitor conflicts and safety ~ Unfortunately, « appears that m several instances im the 
a@raft EIS, the NPS has overlooked reicvant informatuon, reached basciess conchussons, 
submutied contradsctory information, and not conducted current site-specific studses of 
PWC umpacts, thereby violating this agreement. For example: 


Ne Current PWC Counts 


In appendix E of the DEIS, the NPS provides ts rationale for providing estimations of boat 
use days rather than actual boats counts for the recreation area Unfortunately, we believe 
that without true PWC counts, the DEIS’s investigation of PWC and thei mmpact upon 

Glen Canyon’s resources and wildlife are highly suspect and may be mpe for legal review. 


Putting the lack of accurate bost counts aside, the NPS doesn’! even provide consistent 
estimations of the PWC days/hours in mts DEIS. For example, in the Affected 
Environment's visitor conflicts and visitor safety section, the NPS states that PWC 
represent 26 percent of all boat days at Lake Powell. The NPS then states that accidents 
are just over half what would be expected from this level of use. The implication being 
that PWC operation at Lake Powell ss safe relative to other boats. However, in the 
Environmental Consequences’ Water Quality section, page | 74, the NPS states than PWC 
represents only |7 percent of the boating hours on Lake Powell. Thrs ume the mference 
appears to be that PWC represent such a small slice of the lake's boating population that 
they contnbute mimmmaily to Lake Powell's entire pollutant loading. 


The smplications of the NPS failure to provide a single estimation call into question the 
accuracy of some of the DEIS’ conclusions. For cxample, if PWC actually represent 26 
percent of all boats at Lake Powell, then PWC should mflict a greater wmpact upon the 
park's water quality than estimated in the DEIS. On the other hand, if PWC only represent 
17 percent of the boating population, they present a greater threat to public safety than 1s 
reported im the DEIS. 


However, even if NPS PWC estumates are correct, NPS analysis farls to mention several 
contradictory information and 1s therefore im violation of our settlement agreement f or 
example, the DEIS on PWC unpacts lacks: 


Supportable conclusion on PWC noise impects 


In the draft EIS, the NPS concludes that PWC noise will mflict “mimor to moderate” short- 
term impacts upon the Recreation Area's soundscapes and “negligible” impacts upon 
Visitor expenence. It appears that the NPS believes this 1s duc to the large amount of 
watercraft noise already at the lake In addition, the NPS places much hope in new 
technologres significantly reducing PWC noe. These conclusions appear to be mm error 
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and run counter to scientific research. 


On page 16, the NPS makes reference to the study Drowning in Nowe Noise Costs of 
PWC in America (DIN) conducted by the Norse Pollunon Clearinghouse. However, grven 
the NPS conclusions regarding PWC note, & appears that the Park Service did not use thes 
Study when st analyzed the umpaci of PWC norse on natural soundscapes and visitor 
enjoyment 


For example, as stated above, the NPS beheves that because Lake Powell already 
expenences hugh levels of watercraft generated nowse, the umpacts of PWC upon 
soundscapes and vissior expenence will be manumal. This conclusion overlooks a few 
sample facts which according to DiN differentuste PWC nowse and make « more annoying 
than the norse generated by conventiona! boats. 


Furst, PWC are designed and used differently from motorboats, in ways that typically make 
them far more annoying to other people in the same environment. PWC are primary used 
throughout the day for high-speed thnils, often at full throale Motorboats, on the other 
hand, are often used as a form of transportation at less than full throttle These two types 
of operation produce different types of nowse. 


Next, during typical PWC operation, the jet drives often leave the waicr. This magnifies 
PWC noise im two ways. First, without the muffling effect of the water, PWC noise can 
significantly spike The NPS provides stark evidence of this phenomena im its graph on 
page 105 of the DEIS. Second, when the PWC reenters the waiter, its hull hits the surface 
with a loud “whomp.” Sadly, PWC don’! have to be operated in an aggressive manner to 
leave the water. According to DIN. because of thew short hulls, a PWC ndden at high 
speeds on still or shightlychoppy waters will lift out of the waier naturally So whether by 
Operators’ mitent or by vesse! design, PWC wind up out of the water much of the teme, 
certainly far more than do other motorboats. 


The third characteristic that distingurshes PWC norse from that of conventional boats 1s 

thew rapid and frequent speed change Typical PWC use often involves rapid maneuvers 
and frequent speed changes al erratic throttle settings As a result, the PWC impelier has 
no constant “throughput” and therefore no consistent load on the engine Consequently. 
the engine's speed mses and falls from moment to moment much like a dentist's dn!! 


Screntfic research by the National Physical Laboratory has discovered that rapid 
fluctuating norse, like that generated by PWC. 1s more annoying than constant noise such 
as that of conventional boats. (See enclosed summary of studies ) A varying nowe 
commands the hearers attention, making it especially bothersome This guarantees that 
PWC’'s wharring and whomping norses. varying from moment to moment. will be much 
more armoying than the relatively constant sounds of conventional boats Sadly, the NPS 
seems to minumuze the negative impact the widely varying nature of PWC norse has on the 
NRA's non-P'WC nders. 


Finally, researchers have found that new technologies w1!! not reduce total PWC norse 
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costs. On page 44 of DIN, a states that nowe costs would be cut by only 22 percent if all 
PWC note were decreased by 3 dBA. A more significant reduction on the order of 75 
percent would require an ummediate drop of 14 dBAs Unfortunately, note reductions of 
these magnitudes are highly unlikely since there 1s little possibility that the existing fleet of 
more than |_| millon machines (most of which are powered by conventional two-stroke 
engines) will be retooled to reduce nore. Furthermore, even if every new PWC were 
cquipped with quieter technology, 1s estimated that overall nore costs will still mcrease 
by 18 percent by 2005. due primarily to the mcrease m tre number of machines on the 
water. 


Informanon on PWC permeanon losses and its impect upon air quality 


On page 185 of the DEIS. the NPS admuts thal non-cxhaust/permeation emissions were 
excluded from as analysis of PWC mmpacts to aw quality. Surprisingly, the Park Service 
provides no justification as to why mt chose to overlook this sygnificant source of emrsssons 
and therefore 1s acting m an arbitrary fashion. 


Permeation ts the process by which individual fuel molecules may penetrate the walls of 
the vanous assembly components of a fuel system directly to the outside a In Califorma, 
the Air Resources Board (CARB) estimates that reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions 
from the 9.8 millon untreated portable fuel containers (gas cans with nominal capacity of 
ten gallons or less) 1s 87 tons per day Thus 1s equivalent to the tailpipe emissions from 
about | million cars. If these tanks had been left untreated, CARB projected that ROG 
emissions would have msen to 96 tons per day by 2010. 


According to CARB, evaporative and permeation emisssons from nonroad engines fuc! 
systems and gas tanks are significant. For example, CARB research found that a typical 
nonroad engine (5-gallon fuel tank filled to half sts capac*ty) 1s likely to emit over 7 grams 
of hydrocarbon pollubon im a 24-hour summer diurnal cycle. CARB also discovered that 
permeation emissions from nonroad fuel tanks, such as those in lawnmowers, could 
account for roughly $0 percent of the total fuel system emissions. 


High-density polyethylene (HDPE) fuel tanks are particularly susceptible to 

losses. CARB testang found that a Honda HDPE tank emuts roughly 4 57 g/gal/day. 
According to the EPA, many of Amenca’s approx:mmately 10 milhon off-road vetucles 
such as all-terrain vehicles, persona! watercraft, and snowmobi!cs have similar tanks 
(Please see enclosed CARB permeation fact shect, and EPA proposed ruk announcement 
for more on permeation losses ) 


Faslure to include in the draft EIS an analysis of PWC permeation losses and its impact 
upon Glen Canyon’s aa quality is a senous oversight. 
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Sate specific data om wildlife umpects 


Next, the draft EIS lacks sme-specific mformation on PWC ompacts upon Glen Camyon 's 
fish and wildlife. While the NPS” DEIS provides general informanon regarding the 
potentual PWC umpacts to wildlife, no Glen Canyon rescarch or studses are cited. 
However, despite this lack of site-specific mformaton, the NPS states that the preferred 
ahernative will produce “negligible to minor short-term impacts” for wildlife and therefore 
euthorizes PWC activity throughout much of the Recreabon Area's waterways. lt ss 
drfficult to understand how theNPS could reach thrs concussion, given the lack of park- 
specific wildlife information and the fact that « clearly runs counter to the body of research 
tha: found that these machines have a significant negative impact upon wildlife such as 
birds and marine mammals 


There also appears to be no discussion on PWC norse and ms impact upon entire biomes 
in hus recent book, Wild Soundscapes, Berme Krause writes that wiidlife habstats “have 
parocular aural imprints” with different animals occupying dificring sensory niches. Mr 
Krause calls the unique manner in which creatures vocalize im a symbiotic relateonshup to 
one another a hophony (For more on tophony please see the enclosed chapter of Wild 
Sanctuary ) in healthy habmats, certam animals such 2s insects occupy onc som zone, 
whuie others such as birds, amphibians, and mammals occupy others There 1s often no 
aural competitian between these animals Mr Krause reports thai a state of bhophony has 
been recorded m both terrestnal and marine ens ronments 


Human-caused nowe can destroy the brophomy In fact. Mr Krause has found a direct 
correlation between human noise such as that from a jet cngine and its impact upon 
amphibians such as toads In particular, Mr Krause found that ;et nowe affected toads” 
defensive responses, leaving them much more suscepuble to predation Mr Krause has 
also found that the loudness of a noise (dBA) frequently provides little indication of ms 
impact upon wildlife Often it 1s the quality or character of the norse that produces the 
grcatest impacts: 


Again. the NPS’ failure to inctude site-specific data on impacts, as well as a discussion of 
P'WC's mmpact upon biophony i the draft EIS appear to violate our settlement agreement 
and may be fatal flaws of the DEIS. 


Sue specific data on (ereatened and endangered species impects 


Like the section on PWC wildlife mmpacts, the draft EIS section on PWC impacts upon 
threatened and endangered (T/E) species also lacks sufficient site specific data Once 
more, appears that no research was conducted to determine PWC impacts upon the 
federally listed species found at Glen Canyon 


However, despite the NPS's lack of data. the Park Service concludes that as preferred 
alternative would not “adversely affect” T/E species Agam, Bluewater Network believes 
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the lack of pertinent information makes it impossible for the NPS to support this 
conclusion. 


A complete and fair public opinion survey 


During the summer of 2001, the University of Minnesota (U of M) concluded a study of 
visitor characteristics and perceptions regarding personal watercraft use in Glen Canyon 
NRA. The study concludes that neither PWC users nor non-PWC users support 
eliminating the machines’ use at the NRA. Furthermore, the researchers state that PWC 
Operation does not appear to impact the recreational expenence of park visitors. We 


First, the U of M researchers admit that they restricted their sampling to visitors of Glen 
Canyon NRA. Unfortunately, this limited sample size skews the study's results, causing 
the researchers to incorrectly conclude that there is little public support for a PWC ban at 
Glen Canyon. Glen Canyon NRA belongs to all Americans, not just those that happen to 
visit the park. A more representative poll of the American public recently conducted by 
Zogby International, clearly shows that a vast majority of the American public supports a 
prohibition on PWC operation in the Nationa! Parks including Glen Canyon NRA. 
Moreover, the study also clearly omits the opinion of a significant number of park 
enthusiasts who do not visit Glen Canyon because of PWC when they otherwise would 
visit the park in the absence of PWC. 


Next, we find it imteresting that the U of M researchers state that PWC do not impact the 


recreational experience of NRA visitors, yet their own results appear to reveal the opposite. 


On page six of the study, table four clearly shows that three of the top four problems cited 
by non-PWC users are related to PWC operation (unsafe PWC operation, PWC 
congestion, PWC conflicts). And given the fact that the PWC industry is selling roughly 
100,000 new machines a year, we believe that unless the NPS at Glen Canyon takes strong 
action against the thrill-craft, PWC-related problems are only likely to increase and 
intensify. 


Third, it should be remembered that this study is limited to gauging the populanty of PWC 
use and its impact upon the visitor experience at GCNRA. However, just because an 
activity may be popular does not mean it is appropriate for the national parks. The bear 
shows of Yellowstone and the Fire Falls of Yosemite are prime examples of popular 
activities that, in hindsight, are wholly inappropriate for the parks and were nghtly 
terminated. Moreover, the study does not investigate the impact PWC have upon park 
resources and wildlife. PWC have been shown to cause significant damage to air and 
water quality, public health and safety, natural soundscapes and wildlife. And regardless 
of a recreational activity’s popularity, if it causes impairment or the derogation of park 
resources and wildlife, it must be eliminated in order to ensure compliance with federal 
law. 
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Without a complete, fair, and comprehensive public opinion survey which includes the 
beliefs of park visitors who may be forced out of Glen Canyon due to PWC operation, the 
DEIS’ sections on visitor use and visitor conflicts are incomplete. Furthermore, these 
sections do not provide enough information for the NPS to base sound professional 
judgements about PWC use and its impact upon visitor experiences. 


'nfor=etion on PWC fire and explosion risks as weil as PWC threats to children 


Te NPS section on public safety downplays the threat PWC pose to the visiting public 
vecause it clearly lacks discussion or reference to several important studies and reports. 


For example, we found no discussion regarding PWC fire and explosion hazards. As a 
result of a Bluewater Network Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, the United 
States Coast Guard (USCG) revealed that the personal watercraft (PWC) industry has 
recalled more than 280,000 watercraft over the past ten years with production/design 
problems that could lead to fires and explosions. The recalls affect roughly one out of 
every five PWC manufactured during this time period. Three major PWC manufacturers - 
Bombardier, Yamaha, and Kawasaki - were affected by the recalls. Most recently, 
Bombardier recalled more than 13,000 Sea-Doo watercraft for the 2000 model year. 


According to the USCG's most recent safety data, both the number of fires and the injuries 
associated with those fires have increased more than 300 percent since 1995. Injuries 
associated with these fires have increased every year. Moreover, the safety data reveals 
that in more than two-thirds of all fire/explosion incidents, equipment failure and/or 
ignition of leaking fuel was the cause of the fire. By comparison, PWC nders’ 
inexperience or reckless operation was responsible for less than seven percent of the fires. 
Bluewater Network's FOIA request also revealed thal the production and design problems 
in tens of thousands of machines have not been corrected. 


The NPS also seems to overlook a recen? study by the University of Florida (UF) that 
found that PWC represent a greater threat to child safety than conventional boats. In this 
study, researchers reviewed the records of children seen at the UF hospital from 1992 to 
2000 for boating related injuries and found that “jetski accidents tended to result in more 
serious injuries than those sustained in accidents with small boats.” This research also 
found that 75 percent of all children injured on a jetski required operative interventions. By 
contrast, only 43 percent of the children injured in conventional boating accident required 
similar surgery. 


The NPS 2001 management policies require the Park Service to provide park visitors “a 
safe and healthful environment.” Permitting an activity at Glen Canyon which poses a 
direct threat to both children and the rest of the visiting public runs counter to both federal 
law and NPS administrative policy. 
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Supportable conclusions regarding the impeci of PWC oil and ges pollunon on Gien 
Canyon's resources and wildlife 


In the DEIS’s summary, the NPS states that continued PWC operation at Glen Canyon will 
have a long-term “negligible to minor” impact upon water quality. However, the NPS 
notes that most PWC gas and oil spills “volatize” into the atmosphere, are relatively small 
compared to the overall volume of water and do not threaten plant and anima! health. 

Since the levels of pollutants in GCNRA do not appear to violate water quality standards, 
the NPS concludes that the preferred alternative, which authorizes continued PWC use, 
will result m no impairment of the lake's water resources. 


However, the NPS appears to reach this conclusion despite the fact that it disregarded or 
overlooked relevant research, doesn't know the long term impact of some pollutants, based 
its decision on incorrect assumptions, and relied upon contradictory evidence. 


For example, given the National Academy of Sciences’ (NAS) recent report Oil in the Sea 
Ill Inputs, Fates, and Effects, there seems to be little support for the NPS’ conclusion that 
PWC pollution will have little umpact upon Glen Canyon's water and biological resources. 
First, not all petroleum compounds evaporate into the atmosphere. As the NAS correctly 
notes, pollutants such as highly toxic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) can remain 
suspended in the water column or deposited in sediment for years after imitial deposition. 
Next, these researchers discovered that the size of an oil spill indicates little about its 
potential impact upon plant and anumal life. They report that even minor, short-term spi!ls 
can cause detrimental damage to aquatic wildlife's energetic and biosynthetic processes 
and immune systems, as well as their structural development and reproduction. Finally, 
the NAS report reveals that reliance upon state water quality standards may not be 
adequate to protect the lake's plants and wildlife. In fact, the NAS reports that exposure to 
hydrocarbon pollution can interfere with biological processes at “concentrations several 
orders of magnitude lower than concentrations that induce toxic effects.” (For more on 
these impacts, please see cuclosed sections of Chapter Five of the report.) 


Next, we fail to understand how the NPS reached its water quality position when the NPS 
admits that it needs more information on the toxicity and long-term impact some 
pollutants. For example, on page 16, the NPS states that it lacks studies on the long-term 
impacts of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) on various biota. Later, on page 355, 
the NPS states that it didn't incorporate the phototoxicity of PAH into its conclusions 
because it doesn't know the site-specific water transparency of the lake. This despite the 
fact that research at Lake Tahoe shows that PAH's toxicity increases dramatically when 
exposed to sunlight. 


On page 83, the NPS appears to make the assumption that the NRA's water quality is good 
by the apparent visual clarity of the lake. However, despite the fact that the NPS stated in 
Appendix D that it doesn't have site-specific transparency data, water clarity is not a good 
indication of water quality. Tests at Canandaigua Lake in upstate New York proved this to 
be true. Water quality tests performed immediately after a PWC race found that 
concentrations of extremely toxic hydrocarbon pollutants in Canandaigua Lake rose 
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dramatically to levels that violate public health standards. However, researchers found thal 
even though the PWC race contaminated the lake with high levels of toxic compounds, it 
did so withoul impacting water clarity. This proves that an absence of visible slicks is not 
a good indi-ation of water quality. 


The NPS also seems to make mistakes when estimating the daily fuel load for Lake 
Powell. For exan.ple, on page 168 the NPS calculations contain the assumption that only a 
small residual concentration of the daily fuel load will carry over to the following day. 
Like other Park Service assumptions, this one is unsupported by available research. 
Studies out of Sweden found that pollutants in water used during marine engine tests 
remained at toxic levels for weeks after the tests’ completion. Furthermore, researchers 
out of Alaska have found that PAHs deposited into sedument can remain at toxic levels for 
years. These studies clearly show that the NPS is underestimating the amount of gas and 
oil PWC dump into the lake that is carried over into the next day. 


The NPS also fails to address the impacts of PWC water pollution on downriver 
environments such as those in Grand Canyon National Park. This is a serious oversight. 
As the NPS notes on page 16 of the DEIS, the Oil in the Seas report states that a significant 
portion of the petroleum in th= world’s ocean’s comes from terrestriai sources such as 
PWC. Moreover, much of this terrestrial oil is transported to the sea through freshwater 
systems like lakes and rivers. As this oi] moves downriver, it can have detrimental impacts 
upon water quality, endangered species, public health, and wildlife. Yet, despite the fact 
that oil dumped in Lake Powell will impact resources and wildlife downstream from the 
NRA, the NPS makes no mention of it in the DEIS. 


On page 181, the NPS states that even though PWC exhaust is initially expelled in the 
water, “a portion” of the exhaust pollutants end up in the atmosphere. This conclusion 
leaves the impression with the reader that PWC do not have a significant impact upon Glen 
Canyon’s air quality. However, in the water quality section of the affected environment 
chapter, the NPS states that a vast majority of PWC unburned hydrocarbon pollution, 
which can represent nearly a third of all emissions discharged from a typical two-stroke 
PWC, ends up in the air. In particular, the NPS notes that “about 85 percent of these 
[hydrocarbon] compounds are highly volatile.” In other words, they evaporate into the air 
quite readily. These two statements contradict each other and appear to be an attempt to 
downplay the impact PWC have on both air and water quality. Clearly, both statements 
cannot be accurate... Either a significant portion of PWC exhaust evaporates into the 
atmosphere and likely has a greater impact upon air quality than the NPS is reporting, Or a 
significant portion of the pollution remains in the water column and probably has a greater 
impact upon water quality than is reported in the DEIS. 


Again, the NPS’ failure to conduct a thorough and accurate analysis of PWC impacts 
appears to legally doom the draft EIS’ usefulness as a PWC management document. 
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Conclusion 


A complete accounting of the economic costs and benefits of PWC activity at Glen PWC are multiple impact machines. The overwhelming body of scientific research shows 


Canyon that these machines cause significant damage to air and water quality, visitor enjoyment, 
ic health and ‘ ; ildlife. 

On page 274 of the DEIS, the NPS states that alternative C, a PWC ban, would result in a en ee es te eee oe a eel a 

loss of $25 to $42 million to the local economy. The NPS states this is due in part to the machines have on Glen Canyon’s ecosystems. We formally request that the Park Service 

fact that hundreds of thousands of visitors will not return to the park. We believe the NPS’ 


the “no action” ; 3 : 
figure grossly inflates the economic impact of a PWC ban for it does not include several me action” alternative and forego the creation of PWC special regulations. 


economic benefits that will result from the prohibition and assumes that park visitation will 


Sincerely, 
“ Sn Saree 
First, researchers have estimated that an individual PWC inflicts roughly $50 dollars worth 


of noise cost each day of operation. The NPS estimates that PWC at Lake Powell are in Sean Smith, M.S. 
operation approximately 220,000 boat days per season. Multiplying the noise costs by the Public Lands Director 
days of operation produces $11 million in noise costs at Lake Powell per year. Dividing 

this number in half to take into account the greater tolerance of boaters to boat noise results 

in $5.5 miilion in noise costs. If one adds PWC pollution costs (which have been 

estimated at $12 per day of operation), the overall cost of PWC operation upon natural 

soundscapes and air/water quality mses to more than $8 million. Besides overlooking the 

noise and pollution costs of PWC operation, there is also no discussion of the economic 

costs of continued PWC operation upon NRA’s wildlife, public safety, and visitor use. 

Obviously, banning PWC eliminates these costs and result in significant economic benefits 

to the public. Moreover, elimination of these costs from alternative C would substantially 

reduce the economic impact of a PWC ban. 


Next, the assumption that a PWC ban at Glen Canyon will automatically result in a 
decrease in park visitation is highly questionable. Rather, NPS data clearly shows that 
parks that ban PWC may actually see increases in visitation. From the most recent 
visitation data (January through August), the NPS reports that at the 13 parks that banned 
PWC on April 22, 2002, park visitation increased on average by 7 percent over 2001 
counts. In fact, at Delaware Water Gap and Gateway, the two NRAs on the list, park 
visitation has actually increased by more than 10 percent as compared to last year By 
contrast, from the same visitation data cited above, at the eight parks where PWC use has 
continued, park visitation is down 10 percent. At Glen Canyon, park visitation is also 
down 10 percent from last year. These numbers clearly shows that PWC bans do not 
automatically lead to reduced visitation. 


Unfortunately, the NPS neglected to include the economic benefits of a PWC ban, as well 
as the fact that visitation may actually increase at the NRA in its analysis of alternative C. 
These oversights call into question the accuracy and thoroughness of the Park Service's 
economic analysis. 
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Escalante Wilderness Project 


November 26, 2002 


Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
Attn: Personal Watercraft DEIS 

P.O. Box 1507 

Page AZ 86040 


To Whom hk May Concern: 

The Escalante Wildemess Project supports Alternative C, the no action alternative, under 
which all personal watercraft use within the Glen Canyon NRA would be prohibited. Only 
Alternative C will protect the drinking water in Lake Powell from the pollution emitted by 


personal watercraft. Only Alternative C will solve the problem of noise pollution created by 
personal watercraft. 


Please keep us on your mailing list for all NEPA documents regarding the Glen Canyon 
NRA. 


Sincerely, 


Escalante Wilderness Project 
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LIVING \RIVERS ==" 


November 27, 2002 

Katty Roberts 

Supenntendent — 

Glen Natonal Recreation Area 
Attn DEIS 

P.O. Box 1507 

Page. AZ 86040 

Via Fax: 928-608-6212 


RE: seman ene a Sertase Bat Gertrenens iagan Satemet and 
Personal Watercraft Rule-Making for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 


Dear Superintendent Roberts: 
respectfully submits the following comments on the National Park 


Living Rivers 
Service's Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS) and personal watercraft (PWC) 
eee 


that does little to the concerns which tnggered this A process 
1 No data to support conclusions relating to Alternative C. 
the EIS there are references to Alternative C which state the end of the 


clearly supported in the data presented in the DEIS, is that the 
Hr gee ay Ae a pate y mh Serene Cag = Lee panda 


Lede Foul dhenveninthe come Gapue Gop 
se some groups contain houseboats, powerboats 
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and PWC-s, thus caiculanon may vield 2 slightly exaggerated hgure However. the 
percentage of such three-craft groups ts rather low, else it would have been 
included m the data in the DEIS. If, as the DEIS states, 32 percent of all groups 
PWCs, and 32 percent—munus some smal] amount—of al] groups use PWCs 
powerboats and / or houseboats, st 1s Gear that PWC use ts significantly ted to the 
use of these other watercraft. 


ae er ee 

feservow activities, there ts no data or analysis presented for why these groups will 

necessanly uncorporate addihonal watercraft to replace PWCs. Nor is there any 

evidence to that there would be a one-to-one relationship over tame to the 
ae ne pee Ste depeune Gat etree FCs wa io 

— use use the reservour 
given that thei preterred activity ts permanently banned. 


Absent evidence to the contrary, it is Clear that the analysis of Alternative C is 
ee ee np he ee papel met tt a ey 
assonated & permanent ban of PWCs on Lake Powell 
reservoir. A much more likely scenario 1s that any change in motorized use on the 
reservoir will occur at a pace consistent with current trends, absent the use of PWCs. 


2. Alternatives A and B are arbitrary. 


As illustrated in Table 18 on page 131 the areas for PWC restriction in 
alternatives A & B constitutes low use areas on Powell reservoir by PWCs. These 
proposals provide limited benefits to the visitor ex relative to more than 190 


other side canyons that are to remain accessible to PWCs from Lake Powell reservoir. 


3. Insuffiaent justification for elimunating alternatives from further consideration. 


Page 61 states that limiting PWC use to the main channel of Lake Powell reservoir 
would be, “inconsistent to the objectives of the recreation area as defined in its 

legislation The objectives of the recreahon area are to manage the area so that 
it maximum recreational enjoyment to the Amencan public and its guests. 
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Lamuting PWC use to the main channel in no way Compromuses a visitors recreahonal 
emoyment PWCs are not pnmarily used for transportation to other recreational 
wee oe te As stated in the DEIS, PWCs are 


ae maneuveratbty and are often used 
Pa mente Soles Cera ee apni mera 
reasonable number of locations. ase would be no conflict with the spistt of the 
enabling Furthermore, as the user group analysis in Section | above 
— vast majority of PWC users are by other vessels. theretore 
they can gain access to all other areas on the reservow where other forms of power 
boating 1s allowed Lastly, while PWCs may afford access to some areas too smal! for 
other vessels, such areas constitute the types of locanons that 
substantial conflict with users, and thus should warrant a ban on PWC 
access. 


4 Only alternative C ensures compliance with federal law 
The National Park Service ac Act states that Park resources are to be managed so 


“derogation” of Park resources, yet GCNRA has taken no steps to restrict this relatively 
new, and growing source of conflict for visitors to Lake Powell reservoir 


While the 1979 GCNRA General Plan's mussion may be to *. provide 
recreational 


Management 
ermyoyment to the Amencan and their guests...” this does 
not allow for one form of recreation to detract from others. Maxima) 


5. Lake Management Plan 


deopment of Lake Manage Pan ror GCNRA should make the 
oes and commut to getting it done. not 
resource allocation deassons 
=< 
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in Light of the above, Living Ruvers belreves the only viable alternative outlined un the 
EIS ss to make permanent the current PWC ban on Lake Powell reservow, by 


umplemenning Alternative C 
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Ocwbe |4 200) 


Kay | Rovers Superumendest 
atone! Part Servace 

Gien Caeyor Nanons: Recremson Area 
ATTN Park Planning 

P.O Box 1507 

Page AZ 86060 


RE Persona! & mercraf Env ironmersal impec Statemem Pubix ( comment 
Dew Supermenden Robers 


| Don E Robertson member of the “Muluply Access Conservation Cashmar (MACC) board of drecion. 
representmg | wh boaters agree ew al the paragraphs jocalon resrictom: wake end isunh resmcuom 
entorcemem of femures regulsied by the sumes of Anzone ent (lsh e@ucanorn sanasteon monnormg anc 
sampling program sumec | G0 not agrer wih the Lake Manageme Plan Ghat cowit inched ol eanercraf 
sect as fern) runabout: tess Dost crunern vactts howsebost: ex These <iasees of wamercrafi should 
be » separa c:sue and not im huded wah the persons! wmercrsf rue meiong ff ine Lape hienagernem 
Pian paragraph can be exchuded from Ahernauve “B™ ther | will suppor: Aisernatrve “B” If the Lake 
Managemen Pilar peragraph canms be excluded from Alienative Bo Gier | @)!) Change my suppor to 
Alternative “A” 


| strongly suppor comumucd PWC access wit? easonabte resticisam only #3 necessary to ensure 


The DELS” demonstrates chat PWC 5 have neghgibie umpacts or the lake 5 rev ouroes 

demonstrates ake Powell water and as quality levels are eel! ether the sericiest standards Aisc there art 
neg g@te impacn from PWC of any) mcaerzed eaterce’! on the area's wiidiife vegetation and culture! 
reserces Use of carbureted two cycle PWC 5 wil dec ase under are reguistroms alread) m place and 
the existing menial mmpacts @:!| be greatly decreased with the industry 5 PraAnsiton to Cleaner and Gueeter 
technology 


So agam. v my request to Akernetrve “B™ can be made | whoicheartedly sumport Ahernative “B™ if non | 
move to suppor Ahernative “A ~ 
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Nate Aare _ Same atm 


Novembe: 26 2002 


8) FEDERAL EXPRESS 
Ms Kutry Roberts: 


Supenmendern 
GLEN CANYON NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 


Re = Comme. to \ ica Canyon Nawousl Recreanon Arca s Pecsonai ¥ stercraf Drafi 
Lovwonmenw' Impec Sapiemen: federal Regusw (Sep 27. 002) 


Dear Ms Roberts 


These comments are submuted an behalf of the Nabons! Marine Manufactures 
Associaton (“NMMA™) NMMA represents more thar | 400 manufacturers of 
recreatenal Sosis. engynes amc boetsng accessones Its member companies produce over 
®© percem of the manne products used by 7S millsom recreapanal boatern throughou! the 
Unecd Senses NMMA 1s v tally mteremed im cosuring thet personal watercrafi (PWC) 
use copumurs. on fas and nond:ecnmmmatory terms w unes of the Navona) Part § yer 
where all other forms of motonved recrranons! bostung are permitied 


The Giee Canyon NRA's prmary managemen obyectwe s to manage | she Powel and 
‘ts surrounding lands for the “maxsmal recreaponal crycyment wo the Amencan public 
and thew gueds © Draft b mronmental impa | Siatemen' for Personal Watercraft 
Rulemating ( DEIS~) at 3 NMMA beheves that PWC use should be part of the 
allowable actrvines op Laks Powell and as such genersiiy suport: Alternative B the 
envwonmemally pre ierrec atternauve NMMA supports contmurd operspan of eff 
motored vesects m the majonty of the Glen (anyou NRA 


The Glen Camyan RA +s 8 major recreamonal bosung resource for northern 
Anvons and southeaster: (tab fr one of the premecr water-based recreation areas in 
the country ~ DES as (25 Recreauonal boatang has been prevalent on Lake Powell since 
mts enabling legisiauon was enacted m 197) Visstors enyoy al! types of watersports | 


loge ther, mating boateng the @1 Chore om re reatron 
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MOO Ze DORGRE SEIT him sting bewechosting ww busting CAmoring beet ing 
pereome emercreaf oat Late Poeci Pe 6s accommerse tor approsmmcty 26% peruem of 
afl “post days” @ 2001. rangeg fom 2 ugh of 38% of “bow Geys” @ Scpeembe w 2 low 
of 3% of “boat Geys” @ November. DEIS ar 126 


All forms of busting het some ampact on the ers rummen: SMM A mcogmun the fo 
verncus reasans dere gt som orces @e ot mapproprnes fo es, moss boating 
hethe Gry or fisheng boom PWC or family ~umebows Wher used reapomsrty) anc 
eo ttue Oe umes of Ger ee pernone emerrcraf heer not bere shower & hawt 6 gar 
anpact op the envromme thes ary othe: form of mosorumd recrestona! hosting 


NMMA srongh e@vocetrs the: ar) “egustce etugmed mh te NPS dhowtd be eter: 
apphed & al! mosorize¢ recrestane! -essets SMM A trinc ves the of) moe hoseet 
Susd be equilah’y tremiec A!) as and fee peying ise abeding rcaponsibic busses 
thouk! he able to emyoy cores io thi nabor s publa esicreey, eithou regard wo ther 
poet bull repe hagiag oe pernome eeirref 6 tr ures of verces PO oppuncun 
ebwrent) Geenfrenctese: a emurt ecgmen of thr bosung Commun from cnycving te 
water ayt 


Thr lake managemer pias should be Gr crapedc x reduce confiKcu between al) usen of 
tae pubbia werrrwey, ix amng op tasnmabir reguistce end st! Be cHforcemem or 
the waacregys NMMA4 fervent! opposrs ary amirmpts to iarge! pariceias types of boas 
fon overty severe resnchcus  outngt: bam Thus PW should not be made & oper 
«i weketess speed op cortem ergmens of the Durty Devil anc bacaiame Rory white 
othe: mosonzed bast: ooudd operas 3 Dorma uperc mm Ge seme wre 0) a |! M6 
Sack an approach is not eflectve pubia poimy bus radher s form discrwmunepor 
agaune ome type of veser) Ove ancthes 


The proposed po seks speed restnchons an the Dey (bews! anc | acalante Rivers wrod 
alec pose substantial safety hazards w al) bosters mmctudung PY opcrasorn and 
pewengens Restrictmg only PW( to mo wake speeds presen: ¢ safer) hazard if other 
vewcis are permmed w aperate a agmficantt) taste: epeeds “MMA emcourages the 
NPS wo adopt umfare appicance of no wake rancs w ali motonzed veveris as 
vecomswaded by the Nabors) Assocetor of Sister Roeting (20 Admuwstraton 
(NASBLA ) if at fimds that peed resincions are needed in the (len ( anyon NRA 


NMMA also strongly supports mendstory hnetrs educator and wot enforcemen «/ 
ney \gateon amd safety riguietcme m every mete Arizome and | tah cate lew sireedy 
pron whe strong ‘eguiathons regarding the sale operetion of motored veasels im | uding 
Persona: waterursf ( omtmued stn enforcemens ! thew air boating laes ei) hetp we 
assure safe bostung expervences for al) vesstars to the Crien ( anyor NRA NMMA 
encourages the NPS to wort eth the stmers of Arnzone and | tab tw drveiap united eos 
for the opersbon of ali motored veserts on the (ter ( amvon NRA should © fee! 
uniformity of the stave hosting leer is necessary to reduce anor conic! 


Safe aad responmite ver of ow naturel resowroes and oo reapect for wiadiite te prorry 
tow the recrranana! basting industry Since | 988 PW manufectorern hewe made 
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tremendous advances in engunc and sound technologses The PWC manufacturers have 
invested over $| bilson to umprove thew products, achieving a 75% reducton 1. 
emussions, and a 70% reduction wm sousd pressure 


NMMA. applauds the NPS and Gien Canyon NRA for thes balanced approach to this EIS 
and rulemaking NMMA 1s vitally mterested m ensuring ti our nation's waterways are 
2 vital recreatonal resource for the caure bosting commsumity. As such, NA{MA 
encourages the NPS to resest pressure fromn special terest, anti-motorzed recreaton 
groups who seck to restrict access to certain types of boaters and prevent them from 
enjoying the public waters Through reasonabie regulation, mandatory education, and 
adequate law enforcement, all visitors to ow natonal parks can be afforded the greaicsi 
measure of safety and enoyment winle they recreate. 


In conclusion, NMMA 1s always ready to assist public land managers and regulators in 
any way possible. If we can cver be of amy assistance, please do not hesitaic to contact 
us. Thank you for your ume and consderation. 


Bi se 


Director, Federal Government Relations 


if there is anything that the MOA can ever 
Go for Glen Canyon MRA. or the MPS, please Go not hesitate to contact 
=. 


yeas: Sveven sosak — GLCA-01248 
t: Wednesday. November ’ : 

To: GLCASden.nps .gov page 1 of 3 
Cc: GLCA_Superintendent@nps . gov 

Subject: NPCA’s comments on PWC EIS for GLCA 


Dear Superintendent Roberts: 


Please accept the atteched comments (also pasted below) as the National Parks 
Conservation Association's comment on Glen Camyon NRA’s EIS for its PwC 
rulemaking. I am e-mailing copies to the Denver address as well as the park 
address to ensure receipt. 


Regards, 
Steven 


November 27, 2002 


Superintendent Kitty L. Roberts 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
National Park Service 

PO Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 


RE: Comments on EIS for Personal Watercraft Rulemaking 


Dear Superintendent Roberts: 


The National Parks Conservation Association appreciates this opportunity to 
comment om the National Park Service's Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Personal Watercraft (PWC) Rulemaking for Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
and requests that this letter be included in the public record. 


The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) is the nation's only national 
non-profit organization solely dedicated to the protection and enhancement of 
the National Park System. Our members visit national park units to experience 
and enjoy the scenery, wildlife, and other resources such as natural sounds and 
solitude preserved within the National Park Systex. 


Our recommendation 

NPCA opposes the use of personal watercraft (PWC) in units of the National Park 
System. We believe the Glen Canyon National] Recreation Area should adopt the 
no-action alternative (C) and make the temporary ban on PWC at this unit a 
permanent one. We strongly endorse the development of a Lake Management Plan 
under this alternative. 


NPCA does not feel the PWC EIS demonstrates that PWC use would not cause harm to 
Glen Vanyon NRA's resources, values, and visitors. Furthermore, the EIS 
ind.cates plainly that alte.native C would provide the greatest benefits to 
visitor safety by reducing the amount of injuries to visitors, and, in the short 
term, reducing the amount of accidents on the water. A PWC ban would surely 
benefit other visitors to the area - those in motorized and non-motorized boats 
and those on shore - who go to Glen Canyon in search of peace and quiet and the 
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natural sounds and solitude that can be found in many of the reaches of Lake 
Powell. 


Why PWC are inappropriate in national park units 

The National Park Service must administer every unit of the National Park System 
in accordance with the Organic Act of 1916. Glen Canyon NRA's enabling 
legislation makes specific reference to this act, which states that the Park 
Service must manage park units 


"“?te conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of same in such manner and by such 
means as will leave them unispaired for the enjoyment of future generations.* 


Glen Camyon's enabling legislation also notes that the area was established to 


*?provade for public outdoor recreation use and enjoyment of Lake Powell and 
lands adjacent thereto in the States of Arizona and Utah and to preserve the 
scenic, scientific, and historic features contributing to public enjoyment of 
the erea?(PL 92-593) .* 


The natural soundscape, the aquatic environment, and the solitude of many of 
Lake Powell's canyons are critical components of the scenic, scientific. and 
historic features that NPS must protect. 


Glen Canyon NRA'’s 1379 General Management Plan does state that the recreation's 
primary management objective is to *[provide] maximal recreational enjoyment to 
the American public and their guests.* NPS laws and policies - and substantial 
case law - however, make clear that managers must not permit any recreational 
activities that derogate the values embodied in, and the purpose defined by. the 
Organic Act. If the Park Service is to succeed in its mission to preserve parks 
‘unimpaired for future generations,” it must be vigilant - more vigilant than it 
has been in the past - about preventing inappropriate recreation to gain a 
foothold in park units. 


The Park Service's own Management Policies tell managers that they *?must always 
seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adverse 
impacts on park resources and values. (NPS Management Policies at 1.4.3).* 
Through its original system-wide PWC rulemaking, the National Park Service 
acknowledged that PWC cause resource degradation and disturb other visitors. 


PWC are designed and built as high-performance thrill craft. While the PwC 
industry has improved the engines on many of its new models, these craft still 
have a very high power to weight ratio and poor safety records. Many of the Pwc 
still im use emit high amounts of fuel and oii into the water. The 
characteristics of the noise created by the PWC is known to be much more 
disturbing to other water recreationists than the noise created by other 
motorized water vessels. In fact, PWC are fundamentally different from most 
other motorized boats used in national park units: Their acceleration, high 
speed, and maneuverability make t) em akin to dirt bikes on the water. The 
*thrill* aspect of this craft is often reinforced by the way in which the PWC 
markets their wares: 

“Thumb your Throttle at the World" is one example of a tagline for a PWC 
advertisement. 
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For these reasons, NPCA feels the Park Service should adopt alternative C and 
proceed with the development of a Lake Management Plan so that it can better 
understand and manage other impacts to Glen Canyon’s resources and values. 


Considerations if alternative B is adopted 


While we oppose PWC use in national park units, we recognize that the Park 
Service has allowed PWC use to flourish in many of the national recreation areas 
in the National Park System and appears reluctant to end that use. (The 
exceptions are Whiskeytown NRA in northern California and Delaware Water Gap NRA 
in Pennsylvania and New Jersey where park managers decided to ban PWC use 
because managers found PWC use was an inappropriate form of recreation in those 
units.) In fact, many NRAs do allow an abundance of motorized water recreation. 
Oddly enough, NPS seems concerned with ensuring that visitors have a wide range 
of activities available to them. Under the current management regime though, it 
appears that non-motorized water recreationists have few places to go where they 
can enjoy the natural quiet and solitude of the Recreation Area without the 
disturbance of motorized vessels. 

Motorized recreation is the dominant activity on the lake. 


NPCA feels that while advocating the prohibition of PWC in the Park System, we 
must acknowledge that NPS may allow that use to continue in some areas. We will 
therefore make a few recommendations on how alternative B could be modified to 
place stricter controls on PWC use. 


I¢ the Park Service chooses to enact its preferred alternative, B, NPCA 
recommends that /" modify B to create more areas of the park that are off-limits 
to PwC use. Specifically, if NPS chooses alternative B, we recommend NPS 
prohibit PWC operation within a quarter mile of any shoreline. This buffer zone 
protects people recreating on and along the shorelines from PWC noise and 
potential PWC safety hazards; it also protects PWC users from potential 
collisions with near-shore submerged hazards. In any canyon where the width 
from shore to shore is less than a half mile, it would be impossible for PWC to 
operate more than a quarter mile from both sides of the canyon at once. 
Therefore, NPCA suggests that NPS modify alternative B to prohibit PWC use in 
any of the canyons of Lake Powell or tributary rivers where the shore-to-shore 
(or canyon wall-to-canyon wall) distance is less than one half mile. Glen Canyon 
has more than 90 side canyons. By prohibiting PWC use in the narrower canyons, 
the visitors who seek to enjoy natural quiet and solitude - including users of 
other motorized boats who moor and raft in these areas to enjoy the solitude -- 
would have some areas besides the canyons of the major tributary rivers to enjoy 
those features 
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From: Lee © Hower iS GLCA-01286 
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2002 3:32 PM page 1 of 1 
To: GLCA@den.nps.gov 

Subject: Personal Watercraft rule-making 


I attended the Salt Lake informational session and came to the following 
conclusion about personal watercraft on Lake Powell and other recreational 
waters. 


We were given thre options A.B.C. 


I have chosen plan A to comment on because it is in line with the ideals of the 
700 members that I represent, as President of the Foundation for North American 
Wild Sheep- Utah Chapter. Plan A is our choice 


In the discussions of water quality and air pollution I feel that your surveys 
were done improperly with tests done on high volume days and not averaged over a 
period of time. one other fact is that most house boats have two outboard 
engines per house boat and that seems to be a small factor in your survey. All 
Boats-House boats-Personal Watercrafe must be included in your study accordint 
to there numbers. I don't feel that all these factors were done in a equtable 
mannor. I feel that this this plan was done in haste to cover the Mis- 
Management of the Glen Canyon Recreation Area. Your lack of funding is no excuse 
to prolong a study of this magnitude. 


Lee E. Howard 
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November 9, 2002 


Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
Attn: Joan Mayer 

Personal Watercraft - EIS 

PO Box 1507 

Page, Anzona 86040 


Ms Mayer 


The Page Lake Powell Chamber of Commerce would prefer Alternative A - no changes. bul we 
belbeve there should be opnions for those people who would like to see PWCs outlawed entirely 
“Quiet options” so support Alternative B 


PWC rental, sales and repair is an active partner in the economy of Page A sizeable number of 
whule others work throughout the year supporting thes farnuhes The taxes genersied are 
important to the state, county and city Federal momes and NPS operating fees are generated 
through the entry fees to the Recreational area Were PWCs banned or severely limited there 
wouid be an immediate umpact 


We appreciate the hard work being put into this proyect and urge “all speed ahead” so we can be 
back in busness thes rapidly coming spring of 2003! 
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November 22, 2002 


BY FEDERAL EXPRESS 


Ms. Katty Roberts 

Supenntendent 

GLEN CANYON NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
PWC DEIS 

691 Scenic View Dnve 

Page, AZ 86040 


These yornt comments are submitted on behalf of the Personal Watercraft Industry 
Association (“PWIA”) and its member companies, Amencan Honda Motor Co., Inc.. 
Bombardier Motor Corporation of Amenca, Kawasaki Motors Corp., U.S.A., Polaris Industnes 
Inc.. and Yarnaha Motor Corporation, U.S.A. (collectively, the “PWC Companies”), in response 
to the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area's (“Glen Canyon NRA”) Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for Personal Watercraft Rulemaking (“DEIS”). The PWC Companies are 
manufacturers and/or distnbutors of personal watercraft (“PWC"). The PWIA and the PWC 
Companies are vitally interested in ensuring that PWC use continucs, on fair and 
nondiscnmunatory terms, in units of the National Park System where other forms of motonzed 
recreational boating are permitted. 


L Introduction 


The DEIS evaluates three alternatives relating to PWC use in the Glen Canyon NRA. 
Alternative A would continue PWC use as it 1s currently managed under a special regulation 
Altemative B would continue PWC use under a special regulation, but with additional specific 
restnctions. A no-action alternative was also considered, under which further PWC use would 
be prombited entirely. The DEIS indicates tht the shen - und long-term environmental impacts 
of all three alternatives are essentially the same, and that nether Alternative A nor B would 
impair resources within the Glen Canyon NR A. 


The DEIS idennfies Ahernati ve B as the © v1 /tumentally preferred alternative that best 
fulfills the responsibilities of the National Park. Ser ce (“NPS”) in managing the park's 
resources. DEIS at xi-xu. Alternative B would allow PWC use on Lake Powell but close the 
majonty of all four nvers (Dirty Devil, Escalante, San Juan, and Colorado) for both upstream 
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and downstream use. Additional wake restnctions would be imposed in large arcas of the Dirty 
Devil and Escalante Rivers. Jd. at x1. NPS management would also develop enhanced 
educational programs and matenals on personal watercraft regulations and safe operating 
procedures, and conduct a three-year pilot study to identify effective techniques im further 
reducing any visitor conflicts. Id. 


The PWIA and the PWC Compames generally support Alternat've B, with some 
important suggested modifications and clanfications that are discussed below. This alternative 
appears to represent a reasonable approach to managing various visitor uses and recreational 
opportunites, as provided in the park's enabling legislation, while providing long-term 
protection of the natural and cultural resources of the Gien Canyon NRA. 


The PWC Companies and PWIA are gratified that, as a result of this scarching 
examunation of all aspects of PWC use, the DEIS supports continued operation of the vessels in 
the mayonty of the Gien Canyon NRA. The DEIS is based on relatively current, obyective 
information and data about PWC, and generally provides the basis for sound rulemaking thal was 
lacking when the NPS promulgated its onginal system-wide ban of PWC use. See 36 CFR. pis. 
1, 3 (proposed Sept. 15, 1998), Joint Comments of Personal Watercraft Manufacturers 
(submitted Nov. 16, 1998). 


i. $Summary Of Comments 


These yornt comments of the PWC Companies and the PWIA provide the most recent and 
accurate information about PWC usage and emissions available. This includes a quanutative 
analysi< of PWC engine family emission estimates and the resulting impacts in the Glen Canyon 
NRA, based on certified data and confidential sales information that each PWC company has 
submitied individually to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) for mode! 
years 1999 to 2003. These emissions data demonstrate that the qualitative analysis and 
assumptions made in the DEIS about conunued PWC use in the park are based on outdated 
information and overstate the existing and long-term impacts of PWC_ Indeed, the data show 
that PWC emissions in the Glen Canyon NRA have already been reduced by nearly 25%, and 
will be reduced by approximately 80% in 2012 The emusssons data provide important additional 
evidence that continued PWC use will not impair resources within the Glen Canyon NRA. 


In addition, the joint comments rebut several mischaractenzations of the vessels and their 
usage, and identify aspects of the preferred Alternative B that should be modified or clanfied. 
There 1s no environmental or other reason to close certain mver areas within the park to PWC bul 
not to other forms of motonzed vessels. Moreover. imposing new wakeless speed restnctions 
only on PWC and not on other motonzed vessels would create serous safety hazards for all 
boaters. The United States Coast Guard (“Coast Guard”) and the National Association of State 
Boating Law Administrators (“NASBLA”) have identified the hazards posed by PWC-specific 
no-wake restnctions and have recommended that any speed and proximity restnctions should be 
applicable to all vessels. Any additional proposed wakeless zones in the Glen Canyon NRA 
should apply to ali motonzed boats, not just PWC 
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The Glen Canyon NRA encompasses 1,254,306 acres of land and water in northern 
Anzona and southeastern Utah Its southern boundary 1s contguous with the Navajo Natron. 
Other boundanes adjoin Grand Canyon National Park, Capitol Reef Nationa! Park. Canyonlands 
Navona! Park. and Rambow Bndge National Monu:nent. all managed by the NPS. DEIS at v. 
Visitors enjoy boating. water-skiing. and other watersports, along with Camping opportunitics 
ranging from remote and underdeveloped campsites to fully developed campgrounds. /d at 125. 
Vanous archeological and culturally important sites can be visited throughout the recreation 
area. Id. 


Lake Powell, the second largest man-made lake in North Amenca, 1s the 
physical feature in the Glen Canyon NRA. Jd at vi. Lake Powell has a surface arca of 163,000 
acres and more than 1,960 mules of shoreline. id. at v. 


A. Establishment And Purpose Of The Glen Canyon NRA 


The Glen Canyon NRA was established in 1972 specifically “to provide for public 
outdoor recreaon use and enjoyment of Lake Powell and lands adjacent thereto . and to 
preserve scemec, scientific, and histonc features contmbuling to public enjoyment of the area” 16 
U.S.C. § 460dd. The recreation area's pnmary management objective, as established in the 
general management plan (NPS 1979a), is “to manage the recreation area so thal tt provides 
maximal recreational enjoyment to the Amencan public and the: guests ~ DEIS at 3. The 
legyslation goes on to state that the Secretary “shall administer. protect, and develop the 
recreation area” un accordance with the National Park System's Organic Act and any other 
available statutory authontoes to the extent that st will further the purposes of the establishment 
legysiation. 16 U.S.C. § 460dd-3. 


B. Development Of The Glen Canyon NRA As The Preeminent Regional Site 
For Motorized Recreational Boating Activity 


The Glen Canyon NRA has served as a mayor recreational boating resource for northern 
Anzona and southeastern Utah and also as “one of the premier water-based recrealson areas in 
the country.” DEIS at 3. 125. More than 2 million people visit the Glen Canyon NRA annually. 
id a3. Boateng activity has been prevalent on Lake Powell since sts formation. The DEIS 


reports that PWC use on Lake Powell began in the 1980s but has been banned since November 6. 


2002. id. a 17-18. The NPS does not project any increase in PWC use in the next 10 years at 
the Gien Canyon NRA. /d. at 18. 


Cc. Issuance And Implementation Of NPS Systern-Wide PWC Regulation 


In March 2000. NPS issued a final rule governing personal watercraft use within the 
National Park System. 65 Fed Reg. 15,077 (Mar. 21, 2000) (codified at 36C FR. § 3.24) Asa 
general mactcr, the rule prohibited PWC use in Park Sysiem units unless NPS determunes that 
such use 1s appropnate for a specific area. The rule allowed PWC use to continue for a two-year 
grace penod m 21 sdentified Park System + ats with current PWC use based upon a preliminary 
review of cach unit's enabling legislation, resources. values. other visitor uses and overall 
management objectives. Jd. at 15,078 
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The rule divided these 21 unsts sto two groups. The first group encompassed 10 
designated arcas. inciuding the Glen Canyon NRA. whose enabling tegrsiamon specified « ater 
related recreation 4s 4 pnmary purpose for the arca and which were charactenzed by substantial 
motonzed use. Id at 15,078-79 Nune of these park areas contain man-made lakes (hike Lake 
Powell) created by the construction of dams. NPS explained further im the preamibic to the fina! 
tulc thal visstors to all 10 of these areas appear generally to expect and accept a vanety of 
motonzed boating, including PWCs. Jd at 15,079. Under the final cule, PWC use could be 
conmtunued im these areas after the (two-year grace penod through either a compendium decrsion 
by the Park Supenmtendent of the adopnon of a special regulation The second group contained 
Ll Park System unuts including seven nahonal seashores and mo natvonal iakeshores In these 
areas, PWC use could be authonzed to contunue after the two-year grace penod mly through the 
adoption of a spectal regulation 


While NPS charactenzed sts final rule as taking a “conservative approach” to authonz ng 
PWC use in areas of the National Park System. the preambie specifically acknow ledged that 
continued PWC use was appropnatie im certayn park units: 


PWC use appears to be appropnatc m certain park areas. bt us clear that 
Congress mended the NPS to manage an active motonzed water-based 
Tecrealson program on the large man-made lakes of Lake Mead and Gien 
Canyon Nauonal Recreation Areas and vi seems appropnate for PWC use 
to be part of thal recreation program The final rule desegnates park areas 
where PWC use would be allowed. 


id wt 15,079-80. The preambie of the fina! PWC rule itself thus explicitly recogmzed that « was 
appropnate for PWC use to continue as part of the general recreanon program i the Gien 
Canyon NRA 


in Augu. +’ Bluewater Network brought suit challenging the final PWC regulavons 
Bluewater Network. ianton, No. 00-CV-2093 (GK) (D.D.C 2000). Subsequently, Bluewater 
Network and NPS entered sto a settlement agreement which had the effect of changing the 
procedures for authonzing continued PWC use in certarn park units. In partecular, NPS agreed 
under the settlement to authonze continued PWC use in the initial category of ten park units. 
mcluding the Glen Canyon NRA. only through the rssuance of special regulations, not 
Supenmendent Compendium decisions In addition. the seulement extended the end of the grace 
penod for PWC use m enght of these unrts, oncluding the Glen Canyon NRA. from Apni 15. 
2002 to September 15, 2002. In the settlement, NPS also acknowledged that n would comply 
with the requirements of the Nanonal Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™) on conygunction wath 
issuing park specific regulahons to continue PWC use The settlement further acknowledged 
thal an appropnate NEPA analysis of such action would evaluate impacts on water quality. ar 
quaitty. soundscapes. wiidlife, wildirfe habitat, shoreline vegetation. visetor Conflicts. and visitor 
safety 


In September 2002, NPS and Biuew ater Network ented imo a stipulated modification to 
the settlement agreement which further extended the end of the grace penod from September 16 
to November 6, 2002 in seven of the national recreation areas, including the Glen Canyon NRA 
PWC use 1s currently prohibited mm the park uni 
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D. NPS Policy Governing Continued PWC Use In Park Units 


NPS updated and revssued its management polices for the National Park System in 200! 
("2001 NPS Pobcies”). The policy compilanon mcludes a secnon specifically motung. om 
accordance wth the final PWC regulation, that moionzed PWC use 1s profutwied unless a has 
been sdenufied as appropnaie for a specific park. 2001 NPS Polcres § 82.3.3. The policy 
compilabon goes on to sate thal PWC use may be authonzed if an evaluavon of the park's 


The NPS" general visitor use polecy 1s to encourage acuvites that (1) are appropnaic to 
the purpose for «tech the park was established. (2) ave appropnaic to the park environment. 
(3) wall foster an understanding of park resources and values. or wii! promote enjoyment through 
interacton with park resources. and (4) can be sustained wuthoul Causing unacceptable umpacts 
to park resources or values. Id § 82 NPS policy makes clear that the fact a use may have an 
wmpact docs not necessanly mean a will “wmpar” park resources or values. impacts may affect 
park resources or values and still be within the lmits of the discrenonary authonty of NPS to 
allow under the Organic Act of 1916. id § 8.1 


NPS indicates that m exercising thes discrevon nt will not allow vissors to conduct 
actrvites that (1) would “wmpar” park resources or values. (2) create an unsafe or unhealthful 
environment for other visitors. or (3) unreasonably interfere with other cassting appropnate park 
uses Jd § 82 The pohcy compilation goes on to list boating first among a numbe. of cxrampics 
of recreabonal activites that may be encouraged of allowed in park units Jd § 8 2 2 


Under the 2001 NPS Management Policies, whether the umpact of a partecular activity 
mses to the level of an “rmpairrment™ of park resources depends on whether the umpact would 
harm the imegnty of park resources of values. unctuding the that would otherwise 
bo present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. id § 145 The policy cxpiaims that 
whether an impact mects the definstion of impairment “depends on the particular resources and 
values that would be affected. the seventy, duration, and wmung of the umpact, the direct and 
indirect effects of the impact. and the curnulative effects of the umpact in question and other 
wmpacts.” id. 


E. Authorization For Continued PWC Use In The Glen Canyon NRA 


The enabling icgystation for the Glen Canyon NRA makes . lear that the area «as 
established for the general purpose of pubhc recreation, imcluding boating Motonzed boating 
has been a feature in Lake Powell since the cnabling legislation was enacted PWC use hegan at 
the recreation area im the late 1980s DEIS at 17-18. PWCs accounted for approxmmaicly 26% 
percent of all “boat days” mn 2001. ranging from a hugh of 38% of “boat days” in September to a 
low of 9% of “boat days” im November through March id a 126 


The 2001 NPS Policies make clear that the Park Service has management discretion to 
allow ompacts on park resources and values when necessary and appropnatc to fulfill the 
purposes of a park as long as the impact does not Constitute “impairment” to the affected 
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resources and walucs. 200! NPS Poors § 143. As noted above. onc of the Park Serwce's 


spew... planneng obyectves for the Gien Canyon NRA 15 to Comtenuc to provide a wade wancty of 
water -onemied recrcauonal opportumbes. DEIS at 12-13 


The PWIA and the PWC Compames urge NPS wo proceed cxpedtously mn adopemng a 
final special regulabon permationg comsnued PWC use om the Glen Canyon NRA slong the bones 
proposed sn Altemative B The record maiensts and cms wonmental analysis developed by NPS. 
along wsth the addsuonal data and information provided in these jounl Comments. fully supports 
the grantung of authonzaton for conunued PWC use om the recreabon area 


iV. Continued PWC Use Will Not impair Resources in The Glen Canyon NRA. 


The DEIS contasns a comprehensive analysis of every sognificant aspect of PWC use and 
as potentsal short- and longterm consequences for the environmental cultural. and 
socrocconomuc resources of the Glen Canyon NRA The PWC Companies have developed 
additional data and informavon that fully suppor the findengs of the NPS and further 
demonstrate that contnued PWC use wn the park well not umpanr any of these resources 


A. Air Quality: PWC Emissions Have Already Been Substantially Reduced in 
Thre Glen Canyen NRA And Pose No Public Heaith Risks Under E ven The 
Most £ xtreme Operating 4 sumptions 


PWC and other manne engine emissions are subject to regulation by the EPA and the 
Cabforma A Resources Board (CARB™) PWC emussons have been rapidly declnung m 
recent years. largely due to EPA standards that took effect begunneng wm 1999 and CARB 
standards that became effective with the 2001 model year Under the EPA standards, PWC 
emssons for 93 kW engines must be reduced from a basclone of approximately | SO g/ W te on 
the 1998 mode! year to 46.1 g/kW-hr om the 2006 model year This constetutes approumately 2 
seventy percent (70%) reducvon. The CARB standards are three-uered. and require 93 kW 
engenes to comply wath (a) the 46.1 g/kW ty level by the 2001 model year. (b) a 36 9 gk W tr 
level on 2004, and (c) a 16.1 g/kW-ty level m 2008. This constetutes approxmmately a nencty 
percent (90% ) reducnon 


In order to mect these standards. the PWC Companies have heen rapidly converting from 
carbureted two-stroke engune models to new technology two-stroke! and four-stroke engine 
models ht 1s expected that, because of manufactunng and disinbunon effhicrencees, most PWC 
units will mect the more stnngent CARB standards over ume 


The PWC Companies retamned Sierra Research, Inc. (“Sverra Research”), a leading arr 
pollution control consulting firm bacated in Sacramento. Califorma. to help identify and 
document the reduction im PWC emissions heing achieved by the industry and the resulting 


, The new icchnology two-stroke PWC include direct injection and electromc fuel 
injection, catalyst -cquipped models that meet or exceed the 2006 EPA emissions reductions 
reg rements 
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impacts on the Glen Canyon NRA. General information about Sierra Research 1s annexed as 
Exhibit | 


Each PWC Company supplied Sierra Research with comprehensive emissions data by 
PWC engine family for mode! years 1999 to 2003 These data are regularly submitted. on a 
certified hasts, to EPA and are publicly avanlabie from the agency See 
<www epa gov/omswww/cendatahim> Each PWC Company also supplied Sierra Research 
with confidential production and sales data and forecasts that are also regularly submutted to EPA 
but are not publicly available 


Based on these data. Sierra Research estimated the average daily emussions of 
hydrocarbons (“HC”) and oxides of nitrogen (“NOx”) from PWC operating in the Gien Canyon 
NRA dunng the boating season (“PWC « nussions”) Sierra Research also conducted a 
theoretical air quality modeling of pos: |). “worst-case” exposure levels to carhon monoxide 
("CO") and polycyche aromatic hydroc«: “on , PAH™) compounds that could occur im the 
recreation area dunng penods of peak PWC use These analyses are annexed as Exhitet 2 
(“Srerra Report”). The Snerra Report provides the most current and accurate information 
available about existing and projected PWC emissions through 2020 


As the Sierra Report documents. the HC + NOx emissions from PWC operating m the 
Gien Canyon NRA during the boating scason are less than 9% of total emrssions for the Gien 
Canyon NRA and the surrounding counties Morcover. in 2002. emissions from the cxrsteng 
fleet of PWC were already 23% lower than they were before the EPA regulations became 
effectuve As PWC cerfied to meet the CARB emissions standards continue to replace older 
vessels powered by carbureted. two-stroke engines. the PWC emissions rate will he reduced 
approximately 80% by 2012 Assuming that “missions from other sources im the area remain 
constant and the level of PWC activity remap). the same as cctuemated by NPS. the PWC 
emussions on a peak day at the Gien Canyon NRA wil be less than 2% of total emrssrons om the 
Glen Canyon NRA and the surrounding counties by 2012 


The erassions projections prepared by Sierra Research demonstrate a much more raped 
decline in PWC emissions than assumed in the DEIS The Sierra Research projectnons are based 
on cerufied emissions and sales data supphed by the PWC Companies to EPA. and account for 
the fact that by the 2006 mode! year. approximately SO% of all new PWC sales are expected to 
be CARB-cernfied, duc to the manufactunng and distnbution efficiencies associated with 
producing the same models for sale in all SO states The DEIS erroneous!y assumes that none of 
the PWC operating in the Glen Canyon NRA would mect the CARB standards 


the Sierra Repor also demonstrates that the DEIS reference to “moderate” impacts on 
air quality values from continued PWC use 1s incorrect and potentially misleading DEIS at 62 
63 The DEIS uses the term “moderate” to charactenze the impact of any ozone precursor 
emissions, regardless of how smal! The ordinary meaning of “moderate. however. connotes an 
impact of “medium or average quantity or extent” See Sverra Report at 2-3 (crtation omutied) 
As the Sierra Report documents, the incremental ozone impact of the emissions from PWC 
operating at the Glen Canyon NRA would not he measurable with the most sensitive analyzers 
available. Jd The actual impact of ozone precursor emissions from PWC 1s negheible fd at 3 


GLCA-01344 
page 8 of 23 


The DEIS sumilasty refers to “moderate” Curmulatve rmpacts tos CO ant qualay from 
PWC activity on commasnon with other watercrafi This charactenzatoon is agaon accurate and 
pxcntaly musicading. sence it appears to he based sinct!y on the estimated annual emessons 
rate rather than amy actual estomate of unhealthful jewels of CO om the amivent at Ld The Gien 
Canyon NRA 1s already mm attainment for the Natrona! Amment Ar Quality Standards tor CO 
and made ling of cvern the worst-case jocahzed enpact of PWC onersinons demonstraics thai no 
sroiahons of these standards wil occur To the contrary the Suerma Repo shows that under the 
worst-case PWC operating assumptions and metcorclogy ai condmons. nder cuposure wii! he 
more than 79.87% helow the apphcable ws qualsty standards [4 Shoreline mmpacts will he even 
lower id 


NPS notes thal recen! studies sugges! changing from two-stroke Carhureted to two stroke 
rect imechon PWC engoncs might merease emissions of polyoyche aromanc hydra arhon 
(PAH) The Special Regulations. Arcas of the Natrona! Park System. 67 Fed Ree 78S 
56.790 (Sept 5. 200D) NPRM”) The Bluewaier Network website and other ant PWC groups 
nave cncouraged teu members to submet comments to NPS alleging among other thongs (at 
“PWC engines produce dispropornonate amounts of pollutants such as polycyclic an matic 
Sydrocarbons (PAH). winch are tous to plants anc apomals even af the maute levels of parts per 
tnthon” See <www Bluewatermetwork org> These unsupported assertrons wrongly sugge 
that PAH concentraoms associated with PWC actrvity may create a sagnificant msk 


The studs Dy Kado eral on PAH manne erussons mvolved teo-strokc and four stroke 
outboard engines and quantted PAH concentrauons on airhorne partculaic cmissiams Sev 
Norman Y Kado «ft al . Arrhorne Partie Emussons from )- and 4 Strode Outhoard Marine 
tmemes Polvovciu Aromatu Hydrocarbon and Busassay Analysis 44 Environmental Sconce 
& Technology 2714 (2000) (Kado study”) The dorect myected two-stroke outboard engine used 
m that study was 2 1999 made! and represenicd very carly. “forsi-gencranen” direct imjpoction 
technology The results of that study. therefore. are not directly apphcatie to newer mode! direc 
imyecton outhoard engmnes. much less dorect rmyectan oF ciectrome fuel mypecton’catal vst 
cywpped PWC engines Ever wo. at the PWC Compames request. Seerra Research pertormed 
theoretical ar” qualr'y modeung. based upon the Kado study findings to assess whether under a 
sors Case Senano athome PAH emessans from commucd PWC use on the Glen Canvon NRA 
could Concerns ably pose any rsh tc human health | 


The federal standards for permassibie exposure to PAHs estabirsted 9 the Oc cCupationa! 
Saiety and Health Adrunrstranon (“OSHA ; and the Nanonal Instrute for Occupamonal Safety 
and Heatth (“NIO" H”) were used §=These federal standards are ) 2 mg/m and 0 | mg/m 
respectively 


In order to ensure 4 Comservative analysis. the theorem. ai PAH madeling performed by 
Snerra Research » as on hased on the most concentrated PWC activity otserved al the Gler 
Canyon NRA. and assumed 199 PWC operating at the southwcsiern end of Lake Powell for 2 


The issue of potential PAK umpacts on water resources in the Glen Canyon NRA ts 
discussec in Part IV B helow 


= 

; ; > 

re 

-~ 

~~ 

> 

~ 

~ 

‘3 

=> 

~ 

— i= 
= = 
oe ~ 
~ 


/4| 


GLCA-01344 
page 9 of 23 


“peak” average of S hours per day Srerra Report at 9. 11-12 Sserra Research further assumed 
that all 399 PWC operating im the southwestern end of Lake Powel! would trave! in a narrow 
band (SO feet wide) within 200 feet of the shoreline. Jd at 11-12. Under this extreme scenano. 
91 PWC per hour would pass by any parucular: point on the shore (or one PWC every 40 
seconds). id at 12 


As fully documented in the Sierra Report. the PAH concentrations denved from tms 
conseTvative. worst-case modeling are orders of magnitude below the permissible exposure 
iumuts established by OSHA and NIOSH. The arrhorme concentratrons of PAH compounds that 
PWC nders might de exposed to m the Glen Canyon NRA are cstemated to be less than 0.001% 
of the OSHA burt and the more conservative NIOSH limit Shoreline exposures would be even 
lower. Continued PWC use in the Glen Canyon NRA. therefore. will not pose any adverse 
health nsks for park visitors under even the “worst case” arborme PAH concentrations that could 
he theoretically generated by the vessels 


& Water Quality: PWC -Related W ater ( ontaminants In The Glen Canyon 
NRA Have Dectined Substantially Since 1998 And W ill Not Have Any Impact 
On Human Health Or Aquatic Resources. 


The pnmary water quahty concern that has heen wentified regarding continued PWC use 
mm the Glen Canyon NRA ts the discharge of unburned gasoline and gasoline additives from 
coavenvona Carbureted two-stroke engones. 45 wel! as the spilling of suc Componen . dunng 
retuchng DEIS af 83.85. 165 Ths concern apphes equally to carburcted two-stroke outhoands 


The NPS assessment of this concer 1s based on pre- 1999 data and informa on. which 
represents the “basetine level of PWC engine emissions. remmediately pror to the 
implementation of reductions required by the EPA 2006 and CARB 200 anc 2005 em non 
standards As noted m the forepoung descmpnion of the analysis conducted Dy Srerra Research. 
PWC engine emissions in the Glen Canyon NRA have alread. Deen reduced nearly 25% below 
the pre- 1999 baseline Ser cupra at p 7 


In adchnon EPA has confirmed that studies show most unburneu gasoline anc gasoline 
addi ves emitted from two-stroke manne engines evaporate from «ater withon the first hour and 
15 monutes after they are released See Revelt. Jean M . The Effects of Marine Engine Exhaust 
Emissions on Water Quality. Summary of Fimdines of Variows Research Studies (EPA 194) 
More specifically at 86 degrees Fahrenhert (which approwmates 2 monimum daily temperature 
during the summme: pe. use penad) 84% of the uvhurned gasoline additive ma released iio the 
water cvaporated within 7S munutes Id a 4 


As shown rn the Sverra Research analyses. the Changeover to four-stroke and rew 
technology two-stroke PWC engines at meet the requirements of the EPA 2006 ano CARB 
200% emission standards 1s accurmng much more ragodly than EPA and NPS nave estumatcd 
Sales of these newer models have already overtaken Conventions’ two-stroke PWCs The 
amounts of unburned fuc! released at Lake Powe.) wil) a cording!y Contunue to decline rapidly 
acteeving a reduction from the 1998 baseline levels of more than SOT by 2006 and 
approurmmatcly BOS by D012 See Srerra Report at |) The DEIS. im contrast. only esirmated a 
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29% reduction m hydrocarbon emissions from PWCs in the Gien Canyon NRA by 2006. and 
only a 50% reduction by 2012. DEIS at 169 


The DEIS notes that Utah water quality standards establish a cnicnon of i 2 ug/l for 
henzene im the immediate vicinity of public dnmking water imtakes /d at 91. it appropnatel, 
makes clear that this cnicnon is not applicable to general surface waters of the state Jd Water 
sampling conducted trom June 29 to July 2, 2001 at Lake Powell found benzene concentrations 
above this concentration at two locations. Moqui Canyon and Bullfrog Manna Jd at 175- 

76. NPS correctly acknow ledges that the Utah state standard 1s not applicable mm esther case 
hecause nesther of these locatuons 1s near a public dmnking water intake. In addition. none of 
these samples exceeded the EPA standard of 5 ug/! for treated dnnking water Id at 176 
Moreover. these concentrahons cannot he attnbu: d to PWC use because both Mogu: Canyon 
and Bullfrog Manna are heavily used by all classes of vessels that use Lake Powell, and Bullfrog 
Manna contains a fueling station for all vessels. id Finally. the DEIS correctly concludes that 
PWC use does not contmbute substantially to detenoration of water quality in Lake Powell duc to 
human waste Jd at 83 


The DEIS reaches the conclusson that contenued PWC use im accordance with Alternative 
A of B will not empair water quality in Lake Powell Jd at 176.178 This conclusion 1s based 
on an assessment of potential water quality impacts due to estimated PWC emissions. including 
available mrung zones However. this assessment 1s based on muluple assumpuions. some of 
which ase outdated while others represent unrealistic “worst case” conditions. In addstron. the 
assessment Compictely ignores other clearly reics ant factors. such as the rapid evaporation of 
many hydrocarbon components from the water The net effect 1s that the assessment 
substanually overestimates potential PWC hydrocarbon emissions to the water in Lake Powell 
Indeed. the DEIS itself acknow ledges that the analysis 1s based on assumpnons thal amount to 
the “most extreme advers condivons.” jd at 174 


At the outset. the assessment assumes “heavy-use” PWC activity which represents the 
number of PWC observed during peak hours in June and July. 2001. each operating for four 
hours More rmportantly. « assumes that 88% of the PWC have carbureted two-stroke engines 
that discharge three gallons of unburned gasoline per hour /d at 173 This assumpnon. which 
1s hased on 2001 data. essentially represents a 10% reduction in emissions from the 1998 
“baseline” condition rather than the current situation where PWC emussrons have already fallen 
25% See Sverra Report at |. The assessment thus represents an outdated look at potential 
emissions from an overstated PWC population of conventional two-stroke vessels. and 
underestimates the accelerating changeover to four-stroke and newer technology two-stroke 
madels ht does not purport to descnbe the current situation, much less the future when such 
emissions will have fallen more than S0% by 2006 and 80'S by 2012 


The assessment notes that benzo(a)pyrene concentrations in gasoline range from 0 19 to 
2 8 mp/kg but chose the highest figure for the analysts Similarly. MTBE concentrations on 
gasoline were noted to range from 0% to 15%, but only the highest figure was used Jd at 356. 
360) The DEIS also acknowledged that hydrocarbon compounds evaporate rapidly from water 
and are subyect to chemical breakdown. but then states that attenuating factors such as 
evaporation and photodegradation are not included in the calculations fd at 169.174 
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Correcting these assumptions would Iead to substantially lower estimates of potential 
PWC hydrocarbon and PAH emussions to the waters of Lake Powell. These estimates in turn 
would further corroborate that there 1s no potenual for the presence of concentrations of these 
compounds in water from PWC use under Altemative A or B that could resuit in the impairment 
of human health or aquatic resources in the Gicn Canyon NRA 


Cc. Soundscapes: Existing PWC Meet Applicable Noise Standards And Newer 
Meodets Are Even Quieter. 


Engines are the pnmary source of norse at the Glen Canyon NRA. id at 99. Other 
sources of noise include overhead aircraft. id at 205. electron music on beaches and 
houseboats, ruad norse and vehicics. and mechanical equipment. such as air conditioners and 
generators. Id at 205-06 The natural amtent sound level im the park 1s currently 10 to 40 A- 
weighted decibels, which 1s relatively low and comparable to other similar park units /d at 100- 
01 The natural sound of the park 1s the benchmark for determining soundscape impacts under 
NEPA. id 


The NPS regulates boating norse within the Gien Canyon NRA The exrstng federal 
regulabon prohibits the operation of PWC or other boats that exceeds 82 decibels when 
measured at a distance of 82 feet (25 meters) from the vessel, 36 CFR § 3.7 * Utah and 
Anzona also regulate boating norse. Utah has established a max:mum nose level of 75 decibels 
for all motonzed vessels. Utah Admin Code § R6S1-222-4 Anzona prohibis the operation of 
motonzed vessels that exceeds 86 decibels when measured from a distance of SO feet or more 
Anz Admin Code § R12-4-516 These federal and state standards are enforced in the Glen 
Canyon NRA by both federal and state law enforcement officers DEIS at 103 


The DEIS correctly notes that unaltered pre-1998 PWC and current PWC are capable of 
meeting even the more stringent Utah standard of 75 decibels Jd at 103-04 The DEIS also 
reports that the norse levels of PWC and other motonzed boats were recently tested in the Glen 
Canyon NRA_ The testyng data indicate that the maarmum nouse levels for PWC were actually 
lower than the maximum norse levels for other motonzed vessels In partucular. the levels for 
PWC at 2S meters (82 feet) were approximately 68 to 76 A-wenghted decibels. whereas the 
levels for other motonzed vessels at 2S meters (82 feet) were approximately 64 to 86 A-werghied 
decibels id Independent. unbiased sound testing conducted for the Tahoe Regionai Planning 
Authonty and the New Jersey State Police have found similar results * 


DEIS notes that PWC norse 1s not as loud as low flying aircraft. DEIS at 217 
° The United States Coast Guard recommends a matimum noise level of 86 decibels for 
motonzed vessels. and uses the test procedures established in SAE J 34 to measure boat noise 
SAE J34 measures sound levels from a non-shoreline location of boats operating full throttle at a 
distance of 82 feet (25 meters). A copy of SAE J¥4 is annexed as Exhitt 3 

’ Brown-Buntin Associates. Environmental Noise Analysts Lakeland Village Watercraft. 
Lake Tahoe, CA (Sept. 14, 1992) (annexed as Exhibit 4), Norse Unlimited Inc , Boar Nose Tests 
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The DEIS indicates, however, thal norse “fluctuations tended to be greater for persona! 
watercraft than for motorboats.” /d at 105. The changes in “pitch” associated with PWC. as 
well as the tendency of some PWC users to operate the vessels in groups, has reportedly led 
some park visitors to complain about PWC noise. /d. at 16.21. The NPS has correctly noted 
elsewhere that “[{a}!though there 1s currently no legal requ: cement. manufacturers are currently 
taking steps to reduce the noise by using more rubber in construction and eliminating 
vibranons.” NPRM at 56,791. The NPS has also correctly antucypated that the PWC Companies 
will continue to reduce the noise associated with the vessels, and that the conversion to newer 
engine technologies will contmbute to reduced noise ermssions. /d 


Since 1998, the PWC Companies have reduced engine sound levels by up to seventy 
percent (70%) These reductions in sound levels also involve lowenng the sound made as the 
‘prtch™ of the engine. Pitch 1s the measurement of the frequency that the wavelength of sovnd 
vibrates. and 1s the aspect of PWC -associated sound that some claim to be “annoying.” To 
reduce the norse intake, newer mode] PWC generally utlize air rntake resonators with muluple 
maze-hke chambers (or “tunnels”). These chambers eliminate a direct path for the sound waves 


to escape. As sound waves pass into these chambers, they bounce back and cancel out incoming. 


identical but opposite “crest” waves. Baffles are used for counter frequency and to quiet 
vibration Norse-absorbing foam between the liner and the hul! 1s also used. so the vessels are 
both quieter and more durable. The thickness of the crankcase wall has been increased to further 
muffle noise and vibration. In addition. rubber 1s used as padding around the jct pump dampers 
to absorb the shock loads and quell dnveline noise. Illustrative articles descnbing more 
specifically the noise suppression systems used by some of the PWC Companies, and the 
resulting reductions m sound emissions, are annexed as Exhibits 6 and 7 


In addition to reducing PWC noise emissions through technoijogical innovations. the 
PWC Compames have recognized that improper maintenance and discourteous operation of any 
motonzed vessel can lead to sound disturbances, such as operating too close to a shoreline The 
PWC Compames and the PWIA have actively promoted model state legislation that directly 
addresses these issues. Entitled the “National Manne Manufacturers Association Model Norse 
Act.” this legislation establishes muffler requirements and maximum noise levels for PWC and 
other motonzed boats, and prescnbes accepted SAE standards for testing and enforcement. A 
copy rs annexed as Exhibit 8 Specifically. the Model Norse Act would prohibit the operation of 
any motorboat, including PWC, in such a manner as to exceed a noise level of 75 decibels 
measured as specified in SAE J1970 from any point on the shoreline.” This provision 1s simular 
to Ltah’s noise abatement statute. The Mode! Noise Act would also require PWC and other 
boats to have effective muffler systems that limit norse levels to 90 decibels, when measured 


Using Static and Full-Throttle Measurement Methods, Sept. 1995 - Oct. 1995 (annexed as 
Exhibit $). 


’ SAE J1970 establishes the procedure for measunng the sound level of pleasure 
motorboats at a position on the shore under conditions other than stationary mode operation A 
copy of SAE 31970 1s annexed as Exhibit 9 
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through a staonary sound level test as prescnhed by SAE J2005 | Another provision of the 


Model Noise Act would further prohibit the manufacture wi sale of any motorboai that cannot be Some opponents of PWC have attempted to attnbute birds’ failure to breed on baat norse 

operated in comphance with the prescnbed sound levels but the DEIS finds that changsng water levels 1s 2 more likely cause of the problem. Id at 108 
As waier levels increase dumng the summer months, nests are drowned and abandoned Jd 

The PWC Compamies and the PWIA have also sponsored national education programs Furthermore, the DEIS notes that waterfowl. shorebirds. wading birds. and other water- 

and user awareness Campaigns to promote safe and courteous use of PWC These efforts have associated bird species tcnd to concentrate m highest number and greatest diversity at Lake 

emphasized thal the operator of a PWC or any other motonzed boat 1s responsible for controlling Powell un the late fall, winter. and early sprng moths. jd PWC interacuvon with this wildlife ts 

the vessel's nowse. For example, the PWIA has developed Sound Advice: 4 Ways to Make the mutugated by the fact all watercraft use peaks mn the months of May through October, with this six 

Waters Quieter This four-point program 1s easy to remember and 1s designed to minimize month penod accounting for 92% of all boat days. Jd at 126. Sparse shoreline vegetation and 

complaints about PWC nore. The four ups include: (1) Keep the quiet stock exhaust on your fluctuating water levels make little habitat available for aquatec animals and mammals such as 

boat. (2) Approach and leave shore slowly. (3) Concentrate your high-speed spnnts away from deer. Jd at 107. Finally. the DEIS reports that there 1s no known interaction between PWC 

the shore. and (4) Avond carly morning and carly evening nding near residential areas A users and wildlife or threatened species Id at 113, 120 


summary of the “Sound Advice” program 1s annexed as Exhsbrt 11 
The DEIS notes two studies on the subject of PWC impacts on wildlife. id at 217 The 


The DEIS properly concludes that contunued PWC use im the Gien Canyon NRA will not Studies reported that potential noise impacts “would he hymuted™ and “simular to effects of other 
result in sound emissions that exceed the applic able federal of state noise abatement standards. types of 2-cycle outboard engyne watercraft” Id The NPS has elsewhere recogmzed that PWC 
and thal technological innovations by the PWC Compames have already resulted in substantial cannot be sangled out as a separate or distinct impact on wildlife. NPRM at 56.788-89 
sound reductions. DEIS at 231. Contenued PWC use will not smpair the natural soundscape. Id 
at 216 Since 1995, Dr. James Rodgers of the Flonda Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commussion has been conducting screntific studies of the effects of human disturbances on 

Moreover, the DEIS correctly notes that opportunities exist within the recreation area for wildlife Because this research 1s broad. and not just PWC specific, Dr Rodgers’ findings are 
visitors to expenence soundscapes free from man-made sound Jd at 201 Only the area wathin particularly relevant to the NPS personal watercraft rulemakings in general. and specifically the 
approwmately one mile of the lake would be affected by PWC nore Id at 103 Uniess 2 visttor proposed rule Through his research. Dr Rodgers has found that any human interacvon with 
was located very close to shoreline. the norse of PWC would be perceived as 2 humming sound wildlife will likely cause some disturbance However, his studves have shown that PWC are no 
Id at 205 Under low use conditions, PWC use would be audible only 20% of the ume Id more likely to disturb wiidiife than any other form of human interacnon Additionally. 1 many 
And, as noted, the changeover to newer. cleaner PWC technology will further reduce norse cases. PWC posed less of a disturbance than other vessel types. Dr. Rodgers’ research clearly 
emussions. /d at 231 The closures of portions of the San Juan, Colorado. Diny Devil, and shows that there 15 no reason to defferenuate PWC from motonzed boating based on clams on 
Escalamte Rivers to PWC proposed under Alternative B are also designed. in part. to marntain wildlife disturbance See Roberts v Maiella, V 02-22, Affidavu of James A Rodgers, Jr ‘sD 
areas of quiet and solitude along these pornons of the nvers id at 48, 55-56 These resinctions Ten. Apr. 4, 2002) (annexed as Exhobst 12). James A. Rodgers, Ir. & Henry T. Smith. Buffer 
seem reasonable to promote these interests and to reduce the potential for visitor conflicts NPS Zone Distances to Protect Foraging and Loafing Waterbirds from Human Disturbance in 


Florida, 25 Wildhfe Society Bulletn 139 (1997) (annexed as Exhibst 13), James A Rodgers. Jr 
& Stephen T. Schwiken. Buffer-Zone Distances to Protect Foraging and Loafing Waterbirds 
from Disturbances by Personal Watercraft and Outboard-Powered Boats, \6 Conservation 


should clanfy in any proposed special regulations that these closures would apply to ail 
motonzed boating. not just PWC 


Other Resources: PW Impact Other Resources Biology 216 (Feb 2002) (annexed as Exhibit 14). James A Rodgers. Jr. & Stephen T 
a ae tdaes tan iter tested to mes Schwiken. Buffer Zone Distances to Protect Foraging and Loafing Waterbirds from 
Disturbances by Personal Watercraft in Florida, Bureau of Wildlife Diversity Conser ation 
There are no problems between PWC users and wildlife at Lake Powell The recreation Annual Report (2000) (annexed as Exhibit 15) Moreover, some studies indicate that non- 
area's law enforcement and environmenta! staffs are not aware of any reported or doc umented motonsed warunons -- such as conceists and kayshers -- can be more stresefel and damageng 
cases of PWC being responsible for adverse impacts on high-interest wiidiife resources and than motonzed activity, which provides greater advance warning iG siic'“* James A Rodgers. 
wildivfe habrtats. Jd at 217-18 The DEIS also reports that very few PWC users are out from Jr & Henry T Smuth, Set-Back Distances to Protect Nesting Bird Colomes from Human 
dusk to dawn when animals feed and drink at the water See id at 217 Disturbance in Florida, 9 Conservation Biology 89 (1995) (annexed as Exissbut 16) 


Although the DEIS identifies a potential concern that the beaching and landing of PWC 
could result m the trampling of shoreline vegetation, id at 236. the report also states that 


SAE J2005 establishes the procedure for determining if a pleasure motorboat has vegetaton 1s rarely present near the shoreline of Lake Powell. ad at 121. and that the vegetation 
effective exhaust muffling means when operating in a stationary mode A copy of SAE J2005 1s present 1s extremely resilient. id at 239 The saltcedars and shrubs along the shore would net he 
annexed as Exhibit 10 Gamaged by PWC users. Id 
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The DEIS notes that areas of submerged aquatxc vegetaton are gencrally scarce and 
poorly developed at the recreation area. Id at 121 The DEIS further notes that PWC cffects on 
shoreline or submerged aquatic vegetation would he indistinguishable from other «isitor-induced 
effects. Jd at 239-40. Indeed, because PWC lack an cuposed propelier. they are much more 
environmentally fnendly mm shallow water areas Moreover. to prevent potential damage to the 
yet pump machinery that powers the vessels. the PWC Companies cupressly «am against 
operaton in water less than two fect decp. The only comprehensive test evaluating the impact of 
PWC on seagrasses indicates that PWC use as reccommended by the manufacturers docs nor 
affect seagrass beds, water turtudsty or cause scarmng of the grassheds See Continental Shelf 
Associates. inc . Effects of Personal Watercraft Operation on Shallow -Water Seagrass 
Communes in the Florida Keys (1997) (annexed as Exhiba 17) 


E. Cultural Resources And Tribal Activities Will Be Adequately Protected. 


The DEIS notes that the recreation area's geographic features and natural landscape are 
considered sacred to Nave Amencans DEIS at 144. NPS identifies 2 potential concer that the 
abisty of PWC operators to access remote arcas of the park unit could mtrude on tradmonal 
tnbal activites and make certan cultural sites sulnerabie to trampling. booting, and vandalism 
id # 256 


The DEIS does not document any instances «here these problems have occurred Nor rs 
there any reason to believe that PWC users are more Irkely to pose these concerns than canoersis 
kayakers. hikers, or others who might access these same areas Even so. Altcrnative B proposes 
to prohibit PWC use in several areas to protect against potential adverse smpacts to these 
resources 


The PWIA and the PWC Companies fully respect these emportant cultural resources and 
tnbal activies. and generally suppor the revanctions proposed m Alternative B «order to 
protect them NPS should consider similar restnctuions on ali motonzed and non-motonzed 
boating, as well as other types of activities that might wntrude mnto these arcas Otherwise. the 
proposed resinctons on PWC would be discnminatory without any valid justification 


F. Seocieeconomic Concerns: Continued PWC Use Is \ itally important To The 
Regional Fconomy 


PWC sales and rentals are an important part of the regyonal economy at the Glen Canyon 
NRA. Jd at 23. The DEIS projects that if PWC use were eliminated, users would return to the 
Gien Canyon NRA within 10 years with other motonzed watercraft. jd. at 162, 170-71 
However. im the short term there would be significamt adverse effects to the local economy. 
including a decline in park visitors, restaurant and hotel sales. and related business activities Id 
at 273. The adverse economic impacts caused by the elimination of PWC rentals, sales, repairs, 
and related activities would be permanent Id at 274 


PWC use is very popular at Lake Powell. The NPS has identified 11 businesses mm Page. 
Anzona that rent, seli, or service PWC" The DEIS estomates that approxmately 65% of PWC 


. Two additonal rental shops were identified on Bug Water. Utah DEIS at 147 


GLCA-01344 
page 16 of 23 


remials omgmnatc mm Page Jd a 147. Thos wndocaies that there were shout 14_300 days of PWC 
rental on Page m 2001. Jd. in addon, visstors to the Gien Canyon NRA own shout 48,000 
PWC id 


There are essentially no other ncarby opportunities for PWC use. id at 146. hes 
estemated that visitors travel an average of 255 mics to Gien Canyon NRA See ad a 147 The 
next closest bodies of water (Great Salt Lake and Utah Lake) are approximaicly 400 miles away 
id a 146 


As noted, the DEIS projects that sf PWC were banned, users would return within 10 years 
with other types of motonzed watercraft. The number of motonzed » atercraft om the recreabon 
area. therefore. would ultimately he the same even under the no-achon alternative cvaluated in 
the DEIS Jd at 162, 170-71. Any “wmpacts™ that the NPS attempts to climunate by banning of 
PWC would likely be remtroduced within 10 years. Given the dramatic stndes un emissions 
reductyons the PWC industry has already acteved and will achueve over the neat 10 years. ot 1s 
bkely thal any motonzed boat: »g activity that replaces PWC use mn the recreation arca would 
pose greater impacts 


The DEIS and the additional data supplied m these jornt comments confirm that 
contunued PWC use will not umpait any of the resources mm the Glen Canyon NRA, and that the 
rapid changeover to cleaner, more efficient. and quieter PWC will further reduce any mmpacts 
from the vessels. The exrsteng ban on PWC use in the recreation area 1s unyustefred and will 
continue to Cause significant negative sacracconomi impacts on the regson for no valid reason 
Under these circumstances. 11 1s imperative that NPS promulgate a special regulavon permitting 
continued PWC use, along the lines outlined mm Alternative B. as expedstiousiy as possible 


\. Continued PWC Use Presents No Unique Or Disproportionate Safety Problem In 
The Glen Canyon NRA. 


Boat design and boating safety. as a general matter. are withen the exclusive junsdiction 
of che Unned States Coast Guard. See HR. Rep No. 94-1569. at 13 (1976). reprinted im 1976 
US.CCAN 4290, 4299. The Coast Guard has reviewed and approved al! past and current 
PWC designs. expressly finding that the manufacture and sale of such vessels “would not 
adversely affect boatwng safety.” See 46 U S.C. § 4305" 


A study of boateng accidents at Glen Canyon, dunng the penod 1999 to 2001. found that 


(1) PWCs accounted for 26% of all “boat days” at Glen Canyon. A “boat day” equals 
one watercraft on the water for a 24-hour penod 


ed 


In August 2002, the SAE PWC Subcommuttee, with suppor from the Coast Guard 
completed balloting of SAE Recommended Practi.c J2608, which establishes a test methodology 
and cmiena for off-chrottle steenng performance of PWC beginning with the 2006 model vear 
Some PWC models already meet these cntena A copy of 12608. as balloted. 1s annexed as 
Exhiba 18 
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(2) PWCs accoumed for 115 of the 811 accsdents, or approxmmately 14% of all 
acosdents. As the DEIS reports. this 1s a lttie more than half of the cxpected 
accsdents based on 26% of al! “boat days” 


GG) PWCs accounted for 89 of the 444 accidents mvolving personal myury. or 
approximately 20% of the accidents involving personal snyury As the DEIS again 
reports, thes 1s less than expected based on 26% of all “boat days” 


See DEIS at 138-39 


The PWC accident data from the Gien Canyon NRA demonstrate the mherent 
unrehatiity of navonal estimates of PWC accidents. The DEIS cites to outdated statsstcs 
reported by the Natvonal Transportanon Safety Board (“ NTSB™). which indicated what in 1996 
PWC represented 7 S% of staie-registered recreational boats but accounted for 46% of the 
recreational boateng accidents that were reported Jd These NTSB esumates were drawn from 
the Boating Accsdemt Repon Database (“BARD”) marntained by the Coast Guard The NTSB 
estumates are often misunderstood and are not a valid basis for informed rulemaking 


Only a small percentage of boating accidents are reported and the frequency of reporung 
vanes widely among boat types. For these reasons, the Coast Guard expressly cautons in ris 
BARD documentation that 


Non-tatal accidents cannot he assumed to have occurred im numbers 
proportional to the reported statistics because the act of reportung an accident 
18 not a random sampling of accidents m the statistical sense Rather. 
selection 1s based on the ability and willingness of those involved to file a 
report. The reporting rates of subgroups of accidents, such as those involving 


personal watercraft. probably differ greatly depending upon unspecified 
vanabies 


2000 Unned States Coast Guard Boating Statistics at § 


Several factors suggest that PWC accidents are im fact reported more often than other 
boating accidents. For example. PWC are rented more frequently and rental operators repon 
most accidents for msurance and product liability reasons Many PWC accidents also involve 
colhssons and must be reponed under most state laws In contrast. people often do not report 
accidents when they have fallen in an open motorboat. injured themselves while starting up an 
outboard motor. or suffered injunes while canoeing or kayaking 


Apart from the lack of rehable accident data. the national estimates of boating accidents 
fail to account for the differences in hours of use or “exposure rates” for different boat types 
Available studies suggest that PWC are used much more frequently than other types of boats '° 


Some studies suggest that PWC are on the water as much as three tomes more than some 
other types of boats The National Manne Manufacturers Association has also reported that 
owners of larger boats do not use them vessels are frequently as PWC owners 
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Without vald exposure data i 1s nmpossible to draw any meaningful or reliable compansons 
between PWC -relaied accidents and other boat acodents 


For these reasons. the type of site-specific accadent analyses reflected m the DEIS 
provides a more reliable basis for sound rulemaking The study of boating accidents at the Glen 
Canyon NRA conclusively shows that PWC do not pose a um@ue or drspropornonate safety rsh 
to park visitors 


The DEIS also notes that PWC related accidents mm the park unit have involved underage 
operaton, use of the craft at unsafe speeds. unsafe proxmmsty to other vessels, objects. or visitors. 
and no personal flotation devices. DEIS at 139. The Coast Guard has sumularly found that 
Operator inatienvion. reckless operabon. and imexpenence are pronary causes of boating accidents 
for PWCs and other motonzed vessels. 2000 Unsned States Coast Guard Boating Statrstics at 7 
19. <www uscg mioverview/tssuc% 20pwe him> 


The PWC Compames and the PWIA strongly suppor mandatory boater educavon. 
Mmunimum age requirements. and stnci enforcement of navigation and safety regulations in every 
state Model legislation developed by the PWIA encourages al! states to establish a minimum 
age of sixtcen (16) years to operate a PWC and a munimum age of exgiteen (18) to rem a PWC 
The mode! legrsiatvon also establishes mandatory boater educabon. requires rental operators to 
administer prescnbed boating safety instructron. and imposes other reasonable regulations on 
PWC use. A copy of the PWIA’s model legislation 1s annexed as Exhibt 19 As repored by the 
Coast Guard. the PWC Companies have also volumtan}y agreed to restnct the maximum speed of 
future models to 65 mules per hour See <www ung mil/overvics /issuc% 20pwc him> 


Anzona and Utah have already addressed some of these requirements in their state 
regulations Utah. for example. requires chiidren aged | 2 and older to compicte a mandatory 
boating education course before PWC. and children aged 12 to 15 must remain within 
visual parental supervision. Utah Code § 73-18-15.2. Anzona prohibits PWC operation at 
speeds that are unreasonable for existing conditions. and makes 11 unlawful to operate PWC 
closer that 60 feet to another vessel unless at wakeless speed. to pump « akes within 60 feet of a 
vessel, or to maneuver quickly or tum sharply within 60 feet of another vessel. unless to avond a 
collision Anz Rev Stat § 5-530 Enforcement of these and other provisions of Anzona and 
Utah law will help to assure safe boating expenences for all visitors to the Glen Canyon NRA 
The PWIA and the PWC Compames also suppon the NPS stated otyectrve of working with 
Anzona and Utah to develop unified laws for PWC operation in the recreation ares, and beheve 
thal PWIA's model legislation should be considered as part of these eftors 


Vi. PWC Are Well-Accepted In The Glen Canyon NRA. Are Primarily Used For 
General t amily Recreation, And ‘re Com-.mem +h The Recreational Objectives 
Of The Perk. 


The DEBIS reports that »m 2001, PWC compnsed 26% of the “boat days” at n- Glen 
Canyon NRA. DEIS at 139 Thirty-nine percent (39%) of houseboat groups mcluded at least 
one PWC. and twenty-five percent (25%) of powerboat groups: included a least one PWC Id at 
126 Many PWC are used by a large group of fnends or family. id . and the distnbuton ot PWC 
use “1s very similar to the distmbuton of use by other watercraft.” id at 127. The DEIS also 
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cstomates thal rf PWC were banned from the pari. ot would take 10 years before the total number 
of “motonzed watercraft days” on Lake Powell would he equal to those accurmng under 
Ahermaives AorB id # 162 


These findrngs are comssient with the dermog: ap and usage information Comprled by 
the PWC Comparucs According to a May 200) survey of 1.700 randomly-choser PWC owners 
the average PWC purchaser 1s forty eo (42) years old, nearly seventy percent (70% ) are 
marmed, and over forty percent (40% ) have chuldren hiving m the household The promary uses 
of the vessels are farmby-onemted. mcluding shor cruises. sightscemg. and pulling ater -shoers. 
tutes, and wakeboards Representative marketing brochures showing Current made! bnes are 
annexed as Extstets 20-22 


The current, otyectrwe data ahout PWC purchasers and users debunk the cancature of 
haadlum. thnil-seekers that opponents of the vessels have Consistently attempted to create The 
fa ts reponed um the DEIS show that contrnucd PWC usage 1s consistent wath the recresional 
obec tives of the Glen Canyon NRA and can be cffer ively managed through reasonatic. far 
regulatwoms 


VIL Alternative B Should Be Modified Or Clarified In Some Areas. 


A. Requiring Only PWC To Operate At No- Wake Speed is Discriminatory And 
Would Create Serious Safety Hazards For PWi Operators And Other 
Basten 


Under Alternative B. «t appears that PWC would have to operate at wakeless speed on 
cera segments of the Durty Dew)! and Escalamte Rivers «tie other hoats could operate at 
normal speed un the same area jd at 55-56. The DEIS also singles out PWC for operation at 
wakeless speed im these lac ations. purportedly to reduce visttor comfhct and mamtar a natural 
sound quality id a %6 


The DEIS does not conta any data that would justify no-wake restncvons a7) PWC 
only The DEIS mseif demonstrates that the potential rmpacts on the enveronment and park 
resources are essentially the same for Alternatiwes A. B. and C The more current. 
comprehensive information supphed im these sort comments shows that the impact and 
impairment analyses in the DEIS are overstated and fal to a count for changes 1m engine 
technology. norse reduction, and site specific emiss-ons and accident data Imnee-n; these no 
wake restncvons on PWC only » ould be unreasonably discrmrnatory 


The proposed no-w ake speed resincnons on the Durty Devel and Escalame Rivers would 
also pose substantial safety hazard to all boaters. mchuding PWC operators and passengers The 
Coast Guard recommended agaonsi similar proposals om response to 4 recent 
imtiatrve that would have restncted PWC to no «ake speed in waters less than two feet in depth 
As stated on the Coast Guard's response 
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( ould the speed diffevrnaal between FW( traveling al no-wake speed in 
the same area with other unlimued- speed motored boats preseni a safety 
hazard” 


Restncting only PWC wo no sake speed m shallow «ater Could present a 
safety hazard of other vessels operated on the same area were operaicd at 
sogmficantly fastcr speeds Although most large- haats would he restncied 
due to the water depth. some. such as jet boats ov asrhoats. could operuic a! 
sigmficantly tugher speeds 


Letter trom J.C Card. Acung Commandart. US Coast Guard to Hon Dove Weldon of May 28 
1999. & | (annexed as Extibat 23) 


NASBLA has also adopted a policy position on speed «xd proximuty that requires 
umform appication of no-wake zones to all motonzed veacis A copy rs annened as Ev ett . 1 
NASBLA's policy poston recognizes tha’ “aperstiun of a vessel at a speed im exces, of 
headway speed while in Close proxnsmety *. another vessel. marked swim area or »wimrner is 
dangerous and irresponsible heb. . 207 © NASBIA thus recommends “that ar, .cgysiation 
enacted by states om rogers 10 speed and prowmuty requirements should fe aprlic able to all 


¥ . 


ihe safety hazards wenufied by the Coast Guard and S ASBLA wov.d he even greater 
unser the proposed rule here PWC operators would be forced to operatic at rmmmal speeds on 
the Durty Devs! and Escalame Rivers while larger. more powertul craft operate around them In 
order to avond a collysson. PWC operators would be forced to violate Je regulation 


Ther.: 15 no bass to »mpose no- wake restnchons on PWC only. as proposed m 
Alternative B. and dorng so would endanger al! bamers For these reasoms. any no wake somes 
established under thé spevial negulateon on the Dirty Devil and Escalamte Rivers (or any other 
areas) should be appled to all motonzed vessels. not just PWC 


K Any River Closures Should Also Apply To All Motorized Boats, Not Just 
PwC. 


Alternative B would adopt exrsting restnctoms ou) PWC use on the San Juan River 
upstream of Clay Hills Se DEIS at 45.48 Although this restnctron 1s designed to reduce user 
conflicts and to provide \isitors an opportunity to eapenence quict and solitude ft would sot 
apply to other motonzed toats See id Somularty. Alternative B would single out PWC for 
closures of porvons of Ex alame (to reduce visitor conflicts and promote a queet atmosphere ). 


The three year plot study proposed under Alternative Bow ould establish addraonal no 

wake speed restnctions in vanous coves and arcas of the Glen Canyon NRA DEIS App C. a 

342. Bt appears that these restnctions would apply to all motonzed boats, not yust PWC Any 

study conducted pursuant to this proposal should adopt uniform speed and proximity restnchons 
for all vessels. for the reasons shown above 


Mt) 


- 
— 
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Dirty Devil (to reduce user conflict and protect “environmental values”), and Colorado (to 
prevent sisitors from endangenng themselves on rap»ds) Rivers. id. 


The DEIS does not contain any data that would justify singling out PWC but not other 
motonzed boats for these nver closures. There is no basis to conclude that PWC »mpact 
“environmental values” to any different degree from other motonzed vessels, to the contrary, the 
rapid changeover to cleaner, quiet PWC engine technologses documented in the Sierra Report 
shows the PWC hkely have lesser impacts than other motonzed boats. Furthermore. allowing 
other motonzed vessels to operate in some of these areas would undermine the purported goals 
of reducing user conflicts and allowing for solitude and quiet. Closing these nver areas to PWC, 
and not other motonzed vessels, would be discnminatory. 


C. Access To Areas Of Cultural Significance And Traditional Tribal Activities 
Should Be Restricted For All Park Visitors, Not Just PWC Users. 


As discussed above, the PWIA and the PWC Companies respect the mportant cultural 
resources and traditional tnbal activites in the Glen Canyon NRA. The restnctions on PWC use 
proposed under Alternative B should help to protect these resources and activities from intrusion. 
There is no legitimate reason, however, for NPS to impose these restnctions on PWC users only. 
Canoeists. kayakers, hikers, and others should be restncted from accessing these sensitive areas, 
for the same reasons identified in the DEIS. 


VIL. Continued PWC Use Is Consistent With The Gien Canyon NRA's Enabling 
Legislation And NPS Policy. 


Gien Canyon NRA was established “to provide for public outdoor recreation use and 
enjoyment of Lake Powell and lands adjacent thereto ___ and to preserve scenic, scientific, and 
histonc features contnbuting to public enjoyment of the area Pub. L. No. 92-593, 86 Stat. 
1333, reprinted in 1972 U.S.C_C_A.N. at 1526. NPS current management policies provide that 
continued PWC use can be authonzed if an evaluation of the Gien Canyon NRA’s enabling 
legusiation, resources and values. other visitor uses. and overall management objectives confirms 
11S appropnate. ht must also be consistent with the cntena governing visitor use generally. 2001 
NPS Policies § 8.2.3.3. The general visitor cntena sirmiarly indicate that a use must be 
appropnate to the park's purpose and environment. not create an unsafe environment for other 


visitors, and not cause unacceptable impacts which nsec to the level of “impainng”™ park 
resources. Id § 82 


Continued PWC use 1s clearly consistent with the Glen Canyon NRA's enabling 
legislation. PWC use 1s appropnaic to the park's purpose and environment, and the add:uonal 
data and information provided with these joint comments demonstrate that PWC impacts to air 
and water resources and soundscapes, while acceptable during the 1998 “baseline” penod. have 
been reduced substanually and will be further reduced by advancing technology over the next ten 
years There 1s no separate or distinct PWC safety problem in the recreation area, and any visitor 
conflicts car. be effecttvely managed through reasonable regulations Both survey data and the 
Park Service's own assessment confirms that visitors at the Glen Canyon NRA expect and accept 
PWC use as part of the mix of recreational activities im the arca. In short, under no analysis can 
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it be reasonably concluded that the current and future impacts of PWC use mse to the leve! of an 
“umpairment™ of park resources or visitor expenences in the Glen Canyon NRA 


IX. NPS Has Complied With The Requirements Of NEPA. 


NEPA requires that an environmental impact statement (“EIS”) be prepared for any 
“mayor Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment .. ~ 40 
CFR. §§ 1508.5, 1508.11. The EIS is to provide full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts and to inform decision-makers and the public of reasonable alterna ves 
which would minimize adverse impact to the environment. Id § 1502.1." 


NEPA does not contain a separate provision for judicial review. therefore. the statute wil 
be interpreted under the arbitrary and capncious standard of the Admunistrati ve Procedure Act 
42 USC. § 4321; 5 USC. § 706(2MA). Applying the arburary and capncious standard. the 
United States Drstnct Court for the Distnct of Columbia has explained that: 


In reviewing a federal agency's compliance with NEPA. the Court employs a 
highly deferential standard of review. “Neither [NEPA] nor its legsslative 
history contemplates thal a court should substitute its yudgment for that of the 
agency as to the environmental consequences of the acuons.” “The only role 
for a court 1s to insure that the agency has taken a ‘hard look’ st 
environmental consequences.” 


Defenders of Wildlife v. Babbitt, 130 F. Supp. 2d 121, 136-37 (D.D.C. 2001) (citations omutted) 


The DEIS analyzes the short- and long-term environmental and other consequences of the 
three alternatives considered by NPS. including the cumulative impacts of each on the full range 
of relevant factors under NEPA. The DEIS, along with the additional PWC usage, emissions. 
and other information provided in these joint comments, enable NPS to take a “hard look” at 


these vanous impacts and to promulgate a special regulation that permits continued PWC use in 
the vast mayonity of the Glen Canyon NRA. 


12 


The Bluewater Network settlement agreement also states that the conunued use of PWC 
“will be based on appropnate environmental analysis unde: the National Environmental Pohcy 
Act, which analysis will, inter alia, consider the impacts of PWC use in the particular unit ~ 
Settlement Agreement 15. The settlement agreement specifies several factors relevant to an 
environmental analysis under NEPA. including air and water quality, soundscapes, wildlife and 
wildlife habstat, shoreline vegetation, and visitor conflict and safety. See supra at p. 4. Under 
NEPA, however, the scope of any particular assessment ts to be established by the agency. 
Accordingly, NPS conducted public scoping and identified additional factors for consideration as 
part of the DEIS. including endangered or threatened species, wetlands and submerged aquatic 
vegetation, socioeconomic effects, and national recreation area operations DEIS at 20-21 
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X. Conclusion 


The PWIA and sts member companies urge the NPS to rssue final special regulations 
allowing conunued, non-discnmunatory PWC use in the Gien Canyon NRA as expeditiously as 
possible PWC use 1s a well-accepted activity in the park. and the NPS° thorough and objective 
¢xamunation of the impacts of PWC demonstrates that continued use of the vessels 15 fully 
appropnate. These jornt comments of the PWC Companies and the PWIA provide the most 
recem and accurate information about PWC usage and emissions available. This information 
provides important additonal support for the proposed rule, and validates many of the findings 
of the NPS im the DEIS 


The objective, current, and comprehensive mformation about PWC presented 1 the DEIS 
and these joint comments also refutes the stale clams, “junk” science, and other 
mmscharactenzations made by opponents of PWC. The NPS should resist pressure from these 
Special mteresi anti-motonzed recreation groups. who speak for a small munonty and seek to 
wmpose the own restnctive preferences on the use of park resources. As the DEIS documents, 
there 1s room enough im the Gien Canyon NRA to accommodate a wide range of appropnate 
recreational opportunities, including PWC. 


Very truly yours. 


Kaatin a wsa 


"Kirsten Rowe 
Executive Director, PWIA 
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RIVER RUNNERS FOR WEDERNESS 


Novernber 26. 2002 

Kitty Roberts 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Are 

PO Box 1507 

Page. AZ 86040-| $07 

RE PWC DEIS 

Dear Superintendent Roberts. 

it is difficult to imagine & more intrusive, peace-shattering, unsafe, wildlife-scaring activity than 
PWC use except possibly snowmobiles. Our National Parks and Nationa: Recreation Areas and 
the people that visit then deserve to be largely free of PWC intrusion. 

The spectacular rock vistas and canyons of Glen Canyon and Powell Reser oir should be a place 
for enjoyment and solitude and safe recreation, particularly for the many children and families 
that visit. It is obvious that PWCs impair and degrade the resource and wildlife wherever thes 
are allowed. 


River Runners for Wilderness urges the adoption of Alternative C of the craf: ers :ronmentai 
impact statement (DES) to permanently ban PWC “thrilicraft™ in Glen Canyon NRA 


Sincerely. 


a 


/77 
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SIERRA CLUB - Recreation Issues Committee 
re 


November 27, 2002 


RE: COMMENTS OF SIERRA CLUB - RECREATION ISSUES COMMITTEE 
Oa “Glea Canyoa Natiosal Recreation Arca - Personal Watercraft Rulemaking 
And Draft Environmental Impact Stasement™ 


The Sterra Club's national Recreation Issues Commattec, representing the approximately 
740,000 members of the Sierra Chub. presents the following Comments on the Personal 


Watercraft Rulemaking and DEIS. We are comsncnting primarily on the Soundscape 
and Noise element relating to the Personal Watercraft Usage. “Jet Skis” and “Personal 


Watercraft™ are terms that will be used mterchangeably throughout. 
Other Chapters of the Club -- most notably our chapters representing Utah and Anzona -- 
are commenting as to the Alternatives, and to additional enpact concerns. We support the 
corresponding position(s) bemg taken by these Chapters. 

LEGAL AUTHORITIES: SOUNDSCAPE PROTECTION 
A principal concer ts the noise of motors from Personal Watercraft. 


Protection of National Park System Soundscapes from the notse of motors (particularly 
ascraft, but also m general) has been recogruzed through the following laws and 
regulations, among many others. 


° P.L. 93-420 “Grand Canyon Enlargemem Act of 1975", see section on 
ascraft note. 


° P.L. 100-91 “National Parks Overflights Act of 1987" 


o P.L. 106-81 “National Parks Am Tours Management Act of 2000" 
(see Tithe VIII) 
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NPS Director's Order 47 and Reference Manual 47 


The Wilderness Act of 1964 


Re Wilderness: We note that large portions of the Lake Powell shoreline 
are m the Natural Zone, and that virtually ail of those lanis were proposed 
as Wilderness in 1979 (see DEIS at 102). Therefore, tine following 
definitions of The Wilderness Act should be applicable from that shoreline 
wnland: 


“A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his awn works 
dominate the landscape. is hereby recognized as an area where the earth 
and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a 
visitor who does remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean 
in this chapter an area of underdeveloped Federal land retaining its 
primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or 
human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its 
natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected 
primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work 
substantially unnoticeable, (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude 
Or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, (3) has at least five 
thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its 
preservation and use in an unimpaired condition: and (4) may also 
SP PES OS En Sata. educational. 
scenic, or historical value 


Therefore, the Management Goal for the soundscape m virtually all of the 
Natural Zone should be: “The soundscape of the designated wilderness 
component of the Natural Zone is managed in a manner designed to allow 
No of, at worst, mumumal intrusion of manmade noise on the sounds of 
nature and the ability of visitors to experience such sounds. Visitors to the 
designated wilderness areas are able to enjoy serenity, tranquility and 
solitude almost all of the time. Natural resources, inchuding sensitive 
anumal species, receive maximum protection from manmade noise ~ 


KEY POINT: The matrusive noise of watercraft audible one to two miles 
from PWC’'s, is i - at 


ao thi echodi ally t 
the above goal. 
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INCOMPLETE SOUNDSCAPE ANALYSIS OF GLEN CANYON NRA (GCNRA) 
The soundscape analysis for the GCNRA appropnatc to this Plan has not been completed 
The beginnings of such analysis appeared competentty in the Draft HMMH Techmcal 
Report However, its mcompletencss as a full soundscape analysts 1s documented in he 
last two sentences of the DEIS on page 57 

Evidence it has not been completed rs the absence of a docurn-mted baseline from sites 
without any PWC ‘boat norse 


KEY POINT _ Before remstatung yet skis. the NPS af minumum therefore nceds to 


An exemplary data set for Z1on Natrona! Past has just become svailabic in the ncw draft 
“Wyle Report”, WR 02-07, “The Soundscape in Z:0n Natonal Park”, Contract No 1443- 
CX2000-98-038 (May, 2002) According to the report “Thes dats set charactenzes the 


The Sierra Club bebeves that renewed PWC usage of Glen Camyon NRA should be 
permitted only after a sirmiar. in-depth soundscape study has been completed 


KEY POINT No Record of Decision of Final Eevironmental impact Statemem for the 


INADEQUATE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 


KEY POINT The cumulative impacts anslysis re powse. required under NEPA. 1s 


According to the May, 2002 decision from the U S Coun of Appeals, DC Circunt ve 


“ 
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° The area in whach the morse effects of the proposed proyect will be fet. 
. The morse impacts that arc expected in that area from the proposed project. 


° Othe: acbons - past. prosent. and proposed. and reasonably foreseeable — 
that have had of are expected to have morse impacts in the same arca. 


° The norse impacts or expected norse impacts from these other acbons. and 


. The overall morse mmpact that can be expected if the indrvidua! norse 
umpacts are allowed to accumulate 


KEY POINT: The DEIS docs not quanufy of aggregstc the “othe: actions ” nore 
impacts It thus doesn || forecast or measure cumulative impacts of norse in the Park 
from o/! of the venous human-made morse sources (airspace lake land ) 


Parucularty deficsent 1s the absence of amy quantitative Cumuistive analysis of the nowse 
load over the Park derived from gurcraft above. out to the year 2015 This bebes the NPS 
promise on page 16) of the DEIS to “determine cumulative effects by evaluating the 
(PWC) effect m conyunchon with the past. current. or foreseeable future actions for 
GCNRA and the region” As the Court ruled for nearby Zon Nenonal Part, 1 1s the fotal 
nose load aggregated from all these actions and sources thal must be computed 


INADEQL ATE MEASURABLE STANDARDS AND INDICATORS RE NOISE 


future Soundscape Managemen Pian, these must be quannfiably established 


KEY POINT: We request that NPS employ a Supplemental Metric, the “Median Quiet 
imerval” (MOI) mn ths regard ~MQI 1s defined as the mechan time mierval where there 1s 
no motorized neowse intrusion audibie This would provide a key, “user-fnendly” umpact 
assessment indicator of how extended or truncated 1s the typical opportunsty of Park users 
to expenence natural quiet unumpanred 


KEY LITERATURE SOURCE NOT APPLIED 
Nowhere in the DEIS 1s there genuine applrcaton of a cited key Report “Drowning in 


Nowe. Nowe Costs of Jet Skis in America” — a Report for the Nowe Pollution Clearing 
house, by Charles Komanoff and Howard Shaw, (April, 2000) 


KEY POINT The FEIS should specifically apply the key findings of the “Drowning on 
Norse” Report 
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That Report finds that the most cffectrve way to reduce norse annoyance and lost 
Ctoyment 's 


. To concentrate PWC usage in a few designated arcas. 
. To restnc operahon % st least one quarter of a mule from the shore. 


° To requsre all new machines to be S dBA quicter 
Together, these three strategies would reduce the disamersty costs of lost enjoyment by 
85% 


That report also apphed a facto: described as “Robson's Forwmmda™. regarding the 
demonstrable extra impact from rapid nowe level fluctuations wo perceived noise impac: 
Thrs formula or comparable psycho-acoustic adjustment should be ut lized in this ETS 
(See at Page 21 of thet report for formula Lap © Leg + 2 56 x Sigma, which thus should 
be apphed, utdizing Gata m Figs 79-30 of the Draft Nore Study ) To sgnore this rssuc 1s 
not acceptable 


The Report's other scsentfic principles and findings also need to be applied at Lake 
Powell 


INCOMPLETE NPS PLANNING DOCUMENTS AND EFFORTS 


Along with complepon of a full Soundscape data collecvon and analysis specifically for 
the Glen Canyon NRA. the National Park Service should complete (1) the a “Soundscape 
Management Pian” for the Park (as per Director's Order 47), as well as (2) the NPS 
Reference Manusi 47 = should also complete (3) the “Lake Management Pian™ 
wmtended as per Alternanve “B.~ 


The Final Environmental impact Sutement. ai minumum. should (|) update the status of 
the Soundscape Managemem Planrang for the Lake Mead NRA and (2) update the 
direction and guidance being provided in Reference Manual 47 ang (3) provide an 
updated timeline for the proposed lL ake Management Plan (~Alternatrve B” , should that 
alternative be sciected } 


PARK ACREAGE ASSIGNED FOR PWC USE [S TOO HIGH 


The 9 - 99%» tiume-erea allotment of Lake Powell that would continue for PWC use-- 
under Ahernatives A ot B-- 15 far fou high All users. including those on other and 
qQuictet of more stationary watercraft, should be able to enjoy the Park 
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TEMPORAL “TIME-SHARING” SHOULD BE INSTITUTED 


KEY POINT Temporal - not yust spetual - lumuts for PWC use should be set. 


Temporal mitigation could casity have been imsututed at Lake Powell [It appears to have 
been umproperiy elummated as an Alternative to be considered (See p 61 of the DEIS } 
Thus alternatrve should exther be specifically listed arnong the climinated alternatives. or 
become part of the Final EIS mitigation strategy 


For example morning and sunseVevening curfews analogous to those currently 
imposed on ai tours over the Grand Canyon - should be specified for a substantia! 
porton of the Park s water acreage Thus would afford a genuine sense of chose and 
“vespuie™ for all Park users it also would reflect a Park Service quality standard that 
respects the enhanced. particular “power of place” that obtems ai dawn and sunmse. 
sunset and teihght 


(Another mitigation of thus sort - as the recent | ake Mead Lake Management DEIS 


recogmzed — 1s during high season to set aside one or more days per work. 


appropnate!y 
for no PWC usage ) 


Also, one ~Anternatrve Ehmuinsted - arbaranty and capnciously — appears to have been 
requiring 4-stroke engines on PWC's A reason should have been provided 


DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DEES 
! KEY POINT: The Serra Club disagrees with the DEIS” key assumption, 


with boats within two or three vears That 's an unsupported assumpuon 
Omher assumpoons should also have been modeled. most notably (|) that the 
Lake Management Plan and or the Soundscape Management Plan would 
reduce the number of waiercraft operations to protect the soundscape. or (2) 
that mary of the PWC users would simply recrestc clsewhere instead of 
coming to Lake Powell 


including both of these reasonable, aliermarive assumpoons 


2 Page 132 Beyond the cited user survey, there needs to be an addiponal 
survey of “Desired Expenence™ from non-boat users and back-cowntry users. 
thes ume When will NPS complete a survey with these auchences targeted” 


3 Page 162-163 “Impairment Aastysis Method” § We note that Wilderness 
management. though stated as a goa! in the Park s GMP_ 1s ignored in “other 


relevart Park planning methods” ft 1s insufficiently served by Alternative “B™ 


and not at all by Alternative “A™ Only Alternative “C” correlates 
satisfactonly with the valucs of Wilderness Management 
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Page 163-)64 “Cumulative impects Aastyss Methed™: The several |rsicd 
future proyects campletely wnored the ever-imcreasing norse load from aurcraft 
overhead (F AA- or DOD-related projects, indrvidual proyocts) | also omutied 
the Cal Black Memona! Airport pianned norse impacts 


Page 200-20! “Seundscapes™: (1) As for understanding the “sudibility 
calculanons” cited on p 200, what ss the “human threshold of hearing” 
assumed for the watercrafi-specifx frequencies’ (2) Also. on p 201. why 
tsn t nowse analysts also provided for the PWC peat month of September 
(when PWC's peak at 38% and other watercraft decline to 62% ) Please 
provide thes data (Reference Tables 160np 162, and Table || on P 102) 


Page 20| “impact Threshold Definitions: Regarding the paragraph on 
“Neghgibie”, there appears a mayor error because there 1s no reference to the 


“extended penods”) are all ulumately ephemeral and only qua/iarve Hence. 
they are subject to arttrary and capricious interpretanon in rulemaking and/or 
determinabons as to sagnuficamt impact 


Page 202-206 “Impairment”: Agam. terms hike “major levels”, 
“frequently”, and “extended penods” are not defined quantnatvely There- 
fore, the definiion aself 1s so umpaired as to risk arburary and capriciows 
application 


P_204 Irrespectrve of the comparison with “suburbs at mght™. a norse level 
averaging 30 dB at 0 6 miles may be excessively audible where the ambient 1s 
only 13 dB There further ss no ewsdence of application of “Robinson's 
equation” to factor m the “vanable nowe level” (discussed shove } 


P_205 Please provide quantitative calculations — with procise munimum 
thresholds that would yield “moderate adverse effect (Compansons with 
norse averages of urban or rewdenual arcas are graturtous and distracting 
They are not really relevant to Park/Wriderness. The NPS has often crrucized 
the FAA for such compansons re a Park = Please recall, the audibility at 
GCNRA begins at 13 decibels ) Also, aercraft are not fact-rd m amywhere 
amidst these calculations 


i 


12 


13 


4% 
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P.208 (Re the last two sentences “Alternate A™ ws “Alternative C™ 
companson) (1) Whar would be the per cent tome audible for PWC 's under 
“Alternatrve A”. and. what winsid he thal time specifrall, 


P_209 “Cumulstive Effects” There has been no comuderanon of 
increasing numbers of audibic aircraft operanons ou! to 2015. which would 
quite possibly change the overall conclusion 


P. 210 “Coaclasios” Similarly, there has been no connderanon of msing 
aurcrafi nowse umpacts out to 2015 The conchusson also suffers from tack of 
quantitative underpinnsng (precise thresnoids ) for determaning minor adverse 
effects” or “moderate adverse effects” 


NOISE STUDY (HMMH) To provide a more compicte soundscape 
analysis. data should be obtained from locanons nearby to sites |-4_ but about 
one to two miles in from the shore, where PWC baat noise falls off to less 
than 1%. of tune audible That way. the total asrcrafi contnbuton can be fully 
- not just parnally assessed (Jahble 2's four sites (sce Nowe Study) contams 
no such data so do not represent the mumenal nore basetine required for fully 
comprehending the watercraft frec soundscape The data appears adequate for 
obtasrang the | 90. byt would not be adequate for assessing the full 
commnbunon of aircraft nowe owing to ngnficant audible norse imterference 
from the watercraft at all stated sites mctudeng Site | | 


KEY REQUEST (Nome Steady): Please provide the Median (ust Intervals 
(as defined above) from dete/figures from draft Nowe Study Tabics 2 and 4 


and for Lable 9 (using al) norse sources not just aucrafl) for each sae 
measured 


KEY REQUEST: (Final EES): Picase provide Maps of “Flight Paths” over 
the four sites. sumular to what was provided by the FAA mm the January. 200! 
SDEIS for “Cal Black Memonal Awpor Halls Crossing, Utah”. listed as Fig 
IV 9, “IFR Phghm Paths for Cai Black Memonal Arrpon, June 3, 1998" (copy 
attached, of Page 4-24, that SDEIS) hu would help the reader grasp the 
typical dashy distribution of the aircraft noise load on various sites within the 
Part. The maps chosen would be based on (1) the 24-hour day and (2) 
daylight hours only when PWC s are also operating 


AIB AND WATER POLLUTION: Others are addressing thes rssuc 

detail We sumply re-assert here «many jet skes are propelled by small. two- 
Stroke engines pollunon powerhouses that are among the filthest machines 
around (Off-road vebicies bike yet skis pollute every environment they cntcr 
expelling 20-30%» of ther on! and gasoline unburned imto the ai and water 
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For cramepi oer gt a. @-ves fo one $-now penod ema the seer emows 
of pole ass ca Gowen for | 000 muies | etaened feel comers ern 
1OXK co@~pownda eucfedeyg boneeer woturre rvicer ent fe cxocmey 
permshers suetiry! tertary teey' ethers (MT BE | 6 suspeceed teams Carceoge:, 


Thank you a the Pert Serve for comméerng thee comments @ Grund and to the 
opportumty to amis chem 


Sexerch youn. 


Amachenera “Flight Paths © Chart (fom FAA “Cal Bick Memoral Azpornt DSEIS™, 
Jamary, 200! p 4-24) 
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From: Jim McCarthy page 1 of 1 


To: Glen Camyon Metional Recrestion Ares. National Park Service. 
GiRO6er Nps gov 


Prom: Grand Canyon Chapter of the Sierre Club 
Subject: Public Comments re Persona) Weter Craft on Lake Powell Reservoir 
Date: 27? Movember 2002 


Arizona's Grand Canyon Chapter of the Sierre Club. with its 12,000 members. 
respectfully offers the following comments regarding the use of personal weter 
creft (PHC) om Lake Powell Reservoir. 


Nature] quiet is an ixportant resource in units of the National Park Systes 
including Glen Camyon National Recreation Area. Accordingly, the Grand Canyon 
Chepter of the Sierra Ciub would supports a DEIS alternative that would allow 
personal wetercraft in certain areas but would reserve moet other areas to be 
free free A. 


The chapter supports eddition of « new alternative that would include srees free 
from POC. especially in bays and coves, and within audible distance of 
wilderness ereas. None of the NPS alternatives, except the no-P elternative, 
would protect the recreation ares edequately. 


Because of the exhaust emissions of two cycle engines, the Chapter supports only 
the use of best evailable emissions technology four-cycle engines on the 
reservoir. 


Jim McCarthy. Chapter Vice Chair 
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Novernber 26, 2002 
Seen maces 
Giea Camyoa Nacoas! Recreaton Area 
P.O. Box 1507 


Boulder City. NV 86040 


RE: COMMENTS OF SIERRA CLUB UTAH CHAPTER 
Ou “Gtse Canyes Nethenel Recrestwa Ares . Perrone Warrrcraft Raiemating 
Aad Draft Eov irommental impact Sustement™ 


Deas Supenatendent. 


Thank for Ges opportumity 0 cipress cer concerns sbowt the Draft havircamental impact Semecmem for the 
rulemaking on personal watercraft wm the Gien Canyoo Nations Recreapon Area 


The Sterra Club is a grassroots orgnaization with 65 chapters and over 750,000 members. Our mission 15 to 
explore. engoy. aad protect the weld places of the carth. pracoce and promote the responmbie use of the 
earth's ecosystems and resources, educate and calist humanity to protect aad restore the quality of the 
eatural and humee caviroesment and. use ali teeful means tw casTy out these obyecuves The Seerra Club 
Utah Chapter passed the following resoluuoe concerning PWCs ia the GCNRA 


~The (tab Chapter of the Sserra (lub beiseves the Draft En, iroamental Impact Statement for Personal 
Watercraf| managemeest rete mmtiag ss medcquste Among thr aitcrastves proposed for am ws omy 
Aherastsve C would protsct @e GCRNA fi -m unwarranted norse and water poltsbon. protect wilderacss 
Quality lands surroundsag the seservou. and create 0 healthy vanety of recrcabonal opportumsues withun the 
GONRA. Farther the DELS fasts in 2 cumber of weys inchediag 0 failere to addvess an adequate nage of 
aiternatves adequately addvess water quailty aad pollweon. or accomplish restonag amy areas to thew 
naturel quect. For theer and other reasons. the Part Service should sbendoes the carvent DEIS wace 
compleung the analysis as proposed wii ect resuli io an informed dectwon ~ 


The Sierra Club d>->s aot have a policy which opposes the use persons! watercraft in ali places at all umes. 
As stated above the sussoe of dar Sterra (Tub 1s t “protect and restore the qualsty of the aenera! and 
bumas emironment ~ le stempons where a recreabonel wer negavve!y impacts the naturel aad human 
eavironmaent the Sierra Chub seks soluvons wiech chmunate of nut gate such ears. 


The resutuuos covers a sumber of tagecs. We subenst the foliowiag comments on those topics and other 
related tapecs. 


The Adterentie sitered ter amabyes 


After readeng the thrce alternaarves 0 abenosi fe as though the Natoma Part Service wey ited us to a aner 
with only three meay oppoes. Brussets sproets. Brussets sprouts with butter. or cheesecake |t is hard not to 
apt for the cheesecake. 


Alternative C, the ao acuon sfteraaty: ciearty 1s the only aiternatve with 8 primary focu: an comservevon 
Only Alternative ( would protect the GCRNA from unwarranted nosse and water pollevon and protect 
wilderness qualsty tands surrounding the reservar |e addbuce. ateraave ( would create a heallry vanety 
of recreational opportunses withun the (XK NRA 


Alternatives A and B resemble one another wo a remarkable degree in the comparvson chart of the 
alternatives (Pages xit) to 111. Table 3 on pages 62 w 68 also summarize the same compansons) in most 
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cases the unpacts of Alecrasuve B w the various topecs is dentical to Alteramtive A The most remartabie 
@svecbons bereecs the feo afteramives wath regasd w area restnctoss are Ube ianpos bos of greater wake 
resincuons 12 inbutanes aad prokibeting of downstream PWC usc ra the inbutanes above a cern pont 


Tabte :8 on page |31 of the DEBS shows that the esnemated use im the sesiricted areas is very small | sage 
ce the See dues and Cotoradp Rover show aeghgebic ese by watercraft Ai one Umer there was a waterfall 
cm the Sen Juan River Gowestscam from Clsy Hills A waterfall 1s ltkety 0 recur follomag the 
Gough. The cstimates of use on the Escalante and Disty Devil tributaries are also small. The figures do act 
tedecate eeethe: thear reo wibutanes ae used by PCs The figures in [abt 15 are sad © be espeeers 
Where did these csumeers come from” What lund of observations or assumplons were made lO arnve wt 
these esnmates” From ay cagencace of tubing and camping is the viciesty of the conflurcace of Coyote 
Guich and the Escalamee River Gurag the \asi decade | would esumate thet the likelibood of PWCs reactung 
thet post is very tow 00 aamey years The Darty Devil teads © sit out below the poset @bere Curveat is act 
detectabte and use of PWCs would be very umbkely for amy user wishing eot to harm hus craft All of the 

’ arcas in Alteruntives A and B are geactaliy vemcoessibie or accessibie only with great Gfficulty «© 
PWwCs. 


The map on page | 29 end Tebte 17 on page {28 do act give asy information shout the use of afl tibutanes 
wace those Inbutanes ase act brokees out of the figures For example. use zoar 9 wactudes the Eacalante 
Ruver atong wrth the reservaw shove and betow the nver There 1s a0 mformanon regardhag the bevel of use 
oe the Escatanee River or how much of the river ts actually used Thus obscures the informatics wiech 
eoubd detcrmmar whether the sestncnoes 1s AReraative B heve amy actunl meameng and ase wu merely 2 
vague “paperwork” meamag wtect bes a0 relevance w reality 


This year ali of the areas where the NPS proposes w restnici PWC s are geactally inaccessible to PWC 
Ths ¢s act an unusen! oocurveace Gunag drought. Accomhag t0 5 

the USGS Fact Shee: Precigisanon History of the Colorado Piaseau Region. 1900 to 2000 the Cotorado 
Places wil! most bkely comumer to capeneace drought fur the erat two to three decades: 


From afi thes saformepon the Seerra Club conctudes thai alterantves A and B do aut differ sgmficantly 10 
terms of vestncted aseas and based on ected ese condsvans et 1s difficult wo helerve there are ary 
Gafferences tn order wo mmke the conciusce thet alicrmave B hes any measung in terms of actual 
resincuons further study ts eceded First the actual use of the arcas by PWUs wili need further ciecidebon 
his Gfficuk w beheve that the person who devised the restricvoss in Alternatives A and B actually visited 
the areas ender conmderanca 


Tee DEZS atteanpts to evade the clens purpose of the NEPA process 


Another conciuson would be dust the NPS purpusely devised altcrnauves A and B (the preferred 
alternative) with no actual refevance to the Currem situation aad thus had aiready decided apon 2 dectsion 
prnor to mmplemenuag the NEPA process. The NPS tnes to back sway from thes poasitnlity by saying that 
other spats! reseicuons were not conudered becausr these restincbons would aot meet the enshling act for 
the Glen Canyon Newonal Recreabos Area. 


Alternative C 1s the only alternative whech would truly regulate the use of PWCs in any significant way 
coher the Segal resnctioas of speed. sobriety. daylight restricvoms. ex imposed by the taws of the states of 
Utab and Anzome. 


The Gten Camyor Nagonal Recrespon Ares was created in 1972. long before the surge in the use of 
personal watercraft Suck uses were not esucipated m 1972 and thes the need for a drrectve from the 
Unned Seases Part Service rule in 2000. The DEIS eliminated some alternatives from analysis which 
created resirictons betwees alternatives B and ( becamsr thes was counter to the 1972 enabling act which 
created the recreation area. However the DEIS notes that PWCs did not appear in the GCNRA until the 
1980s | tem 1 rs a huge stretch thet the enshhieg act should be stretched to cover a kund of recreapon not 
even in exsstence when the NRA was crested. The Part Service ts bring dreragenuous t0 siste that there is 2 
legal mandate requiring them to peraui ncarly complete. umresincted access to PWCs If thes were the case 
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tothe bean of NEPA The decison which this EIS will tead to. f the FERS does act very wemendously 
from the DELS. ts truly between ao resinchons and a complete ban 


Seace PWCs were aot part of the recreatonal aux af the ime of the cosbling begisiavos it does act fallow 
that PWC 's are consrstrat with the canbling legsiamon bs sot cicay thei resincueg of cliamastng PWC 1s 
incomsememt wrth the canbliag tegstaton Legesiaion wtect 1s permissive dors aot aecessanty require that 
activites be permumed Siace PWCs do aegatively impact other users and other wees sach as wilderucss 
there 13 a0 cequecement ertiue the cabling legisignoa wtech requires an unforesece use to be allowed 


The DELS tals w commbder os adequate: renge of aiternstves 


Tee Seerra Clad conctudes that the DEIS does act consider an adequate range of alteraanves Tuo 
sherantives ot the cxtemes of the possibilities do act comprise an adequate range of aherantives. NEPA 
and reguianoes wuplementing « requase agracies to Comssder a range of atte alt oa 
schoo ia preparing covissnmentsl ceview Gocuments. NEPA requases ageacies to Study. devetop. aad 
deacrnte agp éed of acmne © apy psopose! winch wevaives 
enrescived cosflacts concerwag aiteruntive uses of evaitable eesomces. 42U S.C 4332A2E). Council on 
Ear rrosmeatal Quaiaty (“CEQ”) seguishoss mptemeamag NEPA and the cousts eumke Cicer thet the 
Gecunmoe of slterentives ts “the beast” of he NEPA process. 49C FR 1502.14 ts onder w “sharply 
define|c] the maucs and providefe| a clear bass for choice among options by the deciwon malicr and the 
public.” quust cagiove and cvatuate “all scasvesbie aitcreauves” id 


User conflicts given cursery anaiysis 


As noted the reservow wathta the GCRNA ts 186 cules long Thes gves 2 scase of imeassty wheo 
consideniag recreauonal acuvites os the reservoir, However the reservoir ts often very aasrow with both 
mdes readsty vessbie. The desscabte rypes of recresuon and the accompanying soser ievel will very 
according to the width of the reservorr is axy pertcular locabon and the width of any side canyon oF 
(nbutary used for recreapoa. 


canyons which further destroys the aatuval quiet of the area Hikers can often hear the whine of PWCs weil 
away from the reservow. Essentially afl theer recrestonal activives would be argatively impacted by the 
preferred alternative with the only benefit being to masntain a single recreabonal opportunity . 


Table 21 on page | 34 clearly shows these is a perception of conflict between the users of PWCs and users 
of oaher watercraft. PWC users in every case rated the conflicts arising from PWCs lower than other 
weeercraft users. Most telling weve the reapumees Concermag restrictons on PWC s In this case the users Of 
PWCs gave agndicantly less desirability ictions on PW('s. Table 21 gives responses for three 
possible restnceans ca PW(s resinct perscmal watercraft to dem grated arces only. loemat (the | eumber of 
personal watercraft allowed on [the | lake af any one ume. or prohibit personal watercraft ca the lake. PWC 
weers rated these restrictions in importance (based on 2 scale of | to S) of 22.2.1, and 1-5 respectively. 
Other wasercraft users responses were 3.3.2.9 and 2.3 respectively This indicates a huge difference in 
imterpretatios to the vatuc of PWCs w the water recreatoe expeneace in the GCNRA and the desirability 
of PWCs w the users of the reservoir. kt also sseans that PWC users heve an unrealistic view of their impact 
© others. Educanon efforts will only be effective to the degree that PW users acknowledge their impact 
on other users. 


. the sumber of non-motorized watercraft using the GC NRA seems ridiculously small. There 
ase a few posmbeliies to explan tus Perhaps the GCNRA tacts the visual qualities winch would attract 
kayakers. canneits. or peddle craft. Or a could be that recreston on the reservotr ts so heavily weighted 
towards motonzed use that 1s #0 longer desirable for queeter. human powered recreabon. 
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The Nanonal Park Service needs to consider the balance of recreational opportunites and whether or not ii 
1s providsag an adequate range of recreavoaal opportunues. In terms of thes particular FIS the NPS aceds 
to determine if PWCs contribute w the tack of humas ceatered recreation. This could be difficult to assess 
bust it could be amempeed. The GCNRA could seview records for any orgamized permeted kayak or camor 
trips on the reservar. Seck groups could be contacted and gives a survey about the impacts of motorized 
use on their expencaces and the effects of PWCs im parucular. ia addisios the NPS could comtact user 
groups of kayakers and canceists 0 survey attitudes towards encountering PWCs during recreational 
CACUTSORS. 


The Nawonal Park Service needs to analyze the balance of recreational opportunites Simply maximuziag 
al recreational stytes does act mert the mandate of the casbling act for the GCNRA. Some styles of 
recreation will always be impaired by other styles of recreation. PWCs would probably prove to be the 
most severe degrade: of other By allowing PWCs cescatially unlimited access to 
Reservoir Powell. the NPS is distorting the range and valec of some recreational uses. 


Tabte 3 states.” Visitors who did sul use personal watercraft would geacrally perceive mesor 10 moderate. 
short- term beacfits. These benefits would dechiar to negligible ia the long term. Other cumulative effects 
would be negligible ~ There does not seem to be amy rationale for this conclusion. Why dors the NPS 
conciude there would anly be a perception of “ moderate, short-term beaefits™ which would decline to 
“aeghigible im the bong term” =What rescarch yicided such a result? Ai one point the NPS asserts that there 
would be approaimatety a 25% decrease in watercraft if PWCs ase banned from the reservour. This would 
be dramatic in some areas. The NPS at one pois coactedes thet Gus drop is watercraft would eventually 
knows that all of the PWC users wished only tw recreate in the GCNRA and would soos replace the PWCs 
with other watercraft and return. 

Thes totally drscounts that some if not most PWC users choose primarity the form of recreation and only 
secondarity choose where to recreate. it is entirely more likety that PWC users will seek sites where such 
use ts permetted. 


The DELS also notes that the PWC és often only one the watercraft that arrives with group of users. Power 
boat users and house bost users are also PWC users. From reading the DEIS it is aot clear that users of 
more thas one kind of watercraft do aot get counted twice for some analyses. if ball of all PWCs are part of 
& group of craft used by a single group or ser of users, thea the results of banning PWCs may result ie 
fewer motorized watercraft users returning since half of the PWC users were already using other watercraft 
On the reservow. 


On page 67 ia Table 3 the DEIS, “la the short term and long term, cumulative effects would be adverse and 
moderate.” This describes the socioeconomic impact of Alteraative C. if this is ue then why would the 
NPS assume that motorized users would soon reture to the same level, that s reduction or climiastion of 
PWCs would have only a temporary chaage in the level of motor boat use? There is an error in bogac here. 
Al one place the NPS suggests that the drop in motorized watercraft use would be transient. But here the 
NPS suggests the impacts to the socioeconomics of the area would be “adverse aad moderate” in the short 
term and the long term If recreational users reture to a pre-ben level ia a short time, then why would 
adverse, moderate effects persist into the long term? 
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Half of the shoreline of the reservoir is managed essentially as wilderacss. Alternatives A and B are both 
likely to adversety mngact the qualiwes of solmde and a astural amineace for these wilderaces aseas. The 
NPS ust sock an afteraatve whech recognizes the mportance of wilderucss lands and maanges those 
tends appropnately We will propose sos.2 ateraanves which should serve the purpose of preserving the 
wilderness qualities found witne the GCNRA Perhaps thes could form the focus of one altcruntive to be 
analyzed. 


‘eue peeties eed eaters) quart 


The Seerra Club Utah Chapter incorporates the comments submutied by Dick Hiagson for the Natonal 
Recreanon Coneutiee of the Sierra club The focus of rcurrmag antural qaset w a significant portoa of the 
freservou should be iactuded iz the analysis of aherasuves Specifically sound determunations and 
measuwemects used for a baseline should come from an area whese PWUs are prombned The area should 
also be free from all motorized recrestoa and have a0 audible ais waffic. Additionally you should have 
stadbed eceec tevets 1a the amayor inbutanes as wet! os gervoe camyous aad coves A earful compansos 
woutd be the resomance or reverberatos of acises withia confined spaces. The NPS should study the trave! 
of anese through canyon systems sacteding the distance acise may trave/ through confined canyous. Much 
more reformation ts aveded to reach ae eformed decison 


The NPS sould atso aserss the ume stervals betwees the passage of watercrafi ead the resudtant 
chsturbence of natural quet. The ume penod betweea amuse events should be sufficsent to permst a quect 
ad ” of the grandew found among the stone walls aad shchrock gardeas in the 
Giles Canyon Naboea! Recreation Area The NPS should establish standards winch tend to restore astural 
queet and create a0ecs where astural quict predommasics. 


Tahte 12 on page 104 inctudes some valuable saformanon whech should guide the creaboa of reasonable 
aheraatives for a decisice wiach is aot uninformed and thus artetrary and capricious. The table shows that 
the ncese levels withee |S meters of shure for all watercraft is above 75 GBA In situations where it is aut 
possibte to operate watescraft further than |S meters from shove tis acter level is unacceptable. You 


(he shorcieee from mewarraeted sone bevels, Whether cr act the law can be stnctty imterpreted to bas eer 
from narrow camyors and coves, the seatiment behind the law should be recognized by the NPS. 


Table 12 indicates that Alternatives A and B have aot adequately addressed use of watercraft in the 
wibutarie: de canyons and coves of the reservosr. 


Water peiution and water quailty 


Only Alternauve C probsbits water polivuce with fuci discharged ieto the reservon from the two stroke 
engines curvestly used in manufacturing PWCs The DEIS notes other laws require the flect of watercraft 
manufactured after 2006 should include ot least 75% of watercraft meet low emusmon standards. The DES 
states that 12% of PWC s used on the reservow already complied with low emssos standards. The 
projection of ragedly progressing towerds cleaner PWCs im the GCNRA seems hopeiessly opumusac. The 
mandactaneg of lower enmsmoe PWC dors sot aecesseily equate with higher usage of low cruisin 
PWCs in any particular location. If fact locatons which do not tightly restrict the use of two stroke engines 
may be burdeacd with an over reprearetation of the polluting PWCs. 


Water quality and pollwooa are complex issues. The Sierra Club is not raterested in sering the human and 

natura] environment adversely impacted by the use of unnecessarily polluting recreational watercraft. 

The Bluewater Network aad Living Rivers will submit more comprehensive comments on water quality. 

To the extent that those comments reflect Sierra Club position or policy. the Utah Chapter supports those 
fi 
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As noted above the DEIS does act contain a reasonable range of alternatives. Clearly at is the duty of the 
Napoaal Park Service t analyze a range of alternatives which resuli in an informed decision In order to 
accomplish this, the Ssecta Club Utah Chapter proposes the following issucs be included ia the E1S. 


1. Tee 50% of the shoveline which is mamaged a: wilderness should be given special consideration is 
the ELS. This should taciude restrictions of PWCs where they are likely w impair the wilderness 
experneace of GCNRA visitors. By sequesting thus issue be analyzed we ase arguing for 8 more 
balanced approact to recreation witha the GCNRA. The canbling act should be interpreted to 
mean that recevatzon should be ellowed in a balanced manact and BOt in a manect whack icaves 3 
sage recreational pursust unrestrasacd. The casbling act dors not deny the NPS discretion in how 
© manage recreafoa. 


2 «An slecrastive which looks at s complete protubition of PWCs in the four wibutaries should he 
analyzed. 


3. An ahemative which tooks at 2 probibinon of PWCs from the tributaries. aarrow canyons and 
smali coves should be analyzed. 


4 = The use of best available technology for PWC engines should be analyzed. This would saclude a 
bas of PWCs with the most commos type of two struke cngpnes Currently ia use. The requiremeat 
that low crmssion eagiacs be used should be analyzed. 


5. PWCs should be analyzed withie the framework of ali current recreational uses. The analysis 
should also consider means 0 cacourage low impact recrea@oe such as kayaks and canoes 10 the 
GCNRA. While this should be analyzed for @s own merits, the unrestricted use of PWCs with 
cCurmakave impacts from other motorized watercraft may be unfairty destroying the quabiues 
which would bring buman powered recreation isto the balance of recreational opportunities. 


These and other tseues seed to be analyzed fully and with a hard book. 
The GCNRA should withdrew the current DEIS 


The currest DEES fasts to mec: the requisements of NEPA io several weys {1 is hard to believe thet the 
defects of tis DEIS can be rectified in contiquing analysis along the lines used for the DEIS. In preparing 
an EXS the NPS must “provide full and fais diecusnon of significant environmental impacts and shall 
wiform decissoamakers and the publ of the reasonable alternatives whch would avoid of minimize 
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the humen cavironment ~ 40 CFR Sec | 502 | (emphasis added). 
The DEIS fails to mect the standards required ty NEPA for completing an EIS and for this reason the DEIS 
should be withdraws and a ace DEJS with a reasonable set of adtcrantives should be proposed. If the FES 
attempts to rectify the inadequacies of the DEJS then decisionmakers and the public will fied themecives 
amemptng w consider and commuent on a number of completety new issues and/or altcruatives. This 
removes a step in completing an informed decision. Essentially @e DEIS and FEIS will differ s0 
imenensely that both could qualify as a drafi environmental impact statement rather thas the result of 
detiberaton aad umproviag upon a reasceabic range of aherastives comssdered in a draft 


Thank you for tis opportmety to comment on the Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Personal 
Watercraft Rule-making for the Gien Canyon Natonal Recreation Area. 
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ft 3 unfortunate that substantal Nabonai Park Service resources have been squandered 
on thus rulemaiang process Had the NPS not entered into and -sdvsed and 
unnecessary settlement with the Bluewater Network m thes sull attactung PWC users. 
thus entire process would have been superfluous and ime and effort devoted hereto 


Utah Shered Access Alliance 


environment at Lake Powell. 
L. Roberts, Supenntendent 
re Thus rulemaiung process is another example of how far the National Park Service has 
PO Box 1507 strayed from és Congressional mendate' The entire process. including the analysis of 
Page, AZ 86040 and conctusions drawn from the enwronmental study. shows a bias agemst the 
needs of the of the of National Parks and 
—_ iene in legiomate | (™mayorty users of pubkc lands, 


RE Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Statement. Personal Watercraft Rute- From the perspective of many of our members and supporters, tus rulemaiung 3s part of 
Maung Gien Canyon National Recreston Area Anzona and Utah the sad legacy of the Clinton/Gore Admsnistraton that spered no effort in catenng to 


radckcal special imterest group The Bluewater Network makes no secret sbout tts goal of 


: Robert ebrmunating all motorized recreation and access from public lands and faciites Many of 

Gees Supettontet ‘ our members finds the Biuewster Network's stated goal m ths case somewhat 

The Utah Shared Access Alliance represents those who choose or are required to use disingenuous m that @ seeks to ‘protect’ the envionment of Lake Powell while és 

vetuctes for acoses and recreston on pubic lands and Natonai Forests wn Utah A sdeological sister organzatbon, the Sverre Chi. seeks to destroy 

substantial percentage of our members and supporters are owners of PWCs and vistors 

to the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (Lake Powell) The vast majority of our members and supporters, respective of whether or not they 
own PWC's. believe that motonzed recreation should continue to be the dominant use at 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DIES Please incorporste our Lake Powel. They know that from thew very inception, PWWC's wound thew way up and 

Comments into the record. and carefully consider our recommendations down the many nerrow canyons allowing people access to places too small for larger 
craft. firmly beteve that f there is place on earth where PWC use is 

PSUS. CE EP SSP Oe pe ee nie tate Pena” 

n _ There 1s nothing in the DEIS that indicates PWC use ss the source of any substantia! 


problems in any of the sreas studied. Quite to the contrary, in some arees their impacts 
are signéicantly under represented compered to other watercraft. 

question that ARemative A is the only rational choice +The selection of ARemative B 
would be arbitrary and capricious. AlRemative C is so extreme as to be beyond any 
For these and other reasons, the Utah Shared Access Alkance 


strongly urges the Park Service to adopt Altemative A. 


" Gen Canyon National Recreston Aves wes estabished m 1972 (Pubéc Law 92-583) “to prowde for pubic 


management objective, as established in the general management plan (NPS 19798). 1s ‘lo manage the 
recrestion ares so thal I provides maxdnal recreational eryoyment to the Amencan pubic and thew guests ~ 


Utah Shared Access Alliance Liah Shaved Access Alliance 
Comments on the Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement, Personal Watercraft Rule- Conunenis on the Diafi Envy ce onmenial lagaci Staienent. Pei sonal Waiciciall Rule- 
Making Glen Canyon National Recreation Area Arizona and Utah Mahinz Gloa Canyon National Rocicainns Aca Neon and bth 
Page | Pave P 
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Specific Comments and Suggestions: 


According to the setilemert siputsbon the NPS wes required to do an anetyss of PWC 
pects m the sross of weter quality, soundscapes. widile wide habitat shoreine 
address these ssues 


RE: Water Quality 

Conumect: 

The DIES clawns thet carbureted 2 cycle engmes Gischarge “up to” 30% of thes fuevod 
to the water (Caiforrus Ervronmental Protecbon Agency ARB. 1999) No informepon 
W288 provided a8 to fhe meen Gecherne 


Suggeston 
eae 


Comment. 
On Page 16 the OEIS expresees concern about dscharges of methy\ tertsry-buty! ether 
also known as MTBE into the water The NPS should have Gecioesd fet tus known 


Such shovld not be considered 9 factor in the asrent snetyes The DIES should have 
Geciosed whether or not MTBE is added to fusi sold st Lake Powell mannes or adjowwng 
service stations This problem. ff any. would be associated with fuel brought in by users 
from mandate erees such ss Los Angetes The DIES also should have deciosed thet 
(fortunately) tus fuel edditve = bemng phased out through increseed us of Ethano! 


Comment. 

The OES states: 
Page 63 ‘Amey bom arene of hegh bos! vali. observable ewdence of hydrocarbon pofueon 
usua®y @sappears” 
Page ts * the usghé “UWe" of s 2cycle parsons! watercrafi s 9 years (CARB 1998b) As 


eo rema by wound most of the persons! watercraf used on (ake Powell wii heve tow 
ernegon engnes Therelore wate qually conditions essocuted wi the use J petons eaieo ms 
ad othe motoroe ull engrove “egar@ess of managenet acton sstectat, 


Page 174 “Under the worst-case condibons described above. the chenucs) changes to water 
Quality sormetmes woutd be dstectahis bul would us wall below water quailty standards 0 craens 
end wit testorical of dsewred water quailty conditons Afost of the ine es dernonstrsted by the 
summer 2001 semping the chenuce changes jo water quaily would no! be dutectabls u@ih csrerd 
nelytce/ lechrques (Emoheme added) 


The DEIS thus found no impact on water quality under the worst scenanoc of current use 
levels in addition. any enpects are thet may exe! will dwindle each subsequent yee: as 
the fiest of PWC become more fuet-efficent and tess poliuting 


8 Geer from the DIES that no mmpetus or svetification for restncting PWC use can be 
found reigted to the meve of weter quality 


Utah Shared Access Ailiance 
Commmenis oa the Dial Ens wonanaiel lapact Staiconai. Mo smal Watunrall Rule 
Mabeiiu Chow Camon Naina! Rusecainw \uca Viaeetinn aial { als 
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in fight of the fect the ervronmental study shows no detectable change to water quaitty 
we recommend the Park Service adopt ARennatve A 
As Quality 


RE: Air Quality 


Comment 
Franddy. the seme comments as above can be made m regard to as quality 


iis Geer trom the DIES that no mpetus of suetficabon for resincting PWC use can be 
found reteted to the weve of water queity 


in fight of the fact the errwronmertal study shows no detectable change to water quailty 
we recommend the Park Servce edopt ARemative A 


RE: Soundecape 


Comment. 
The OfES asserts thet many recreaborsts who do not use PWU's find the nose from 


recrestion is unecceptabie Should PWC's be efirrensted. we can safely predkct they 
would just comple sboul the remaining powerbosts 


Conunent 

The sound standard st the Glen Canyon Nationa! Recreabon Ares s 62 decibels at 62 
feet at hf ecosterstion. 9 standard thet = met by every unmodiied PWC =f parbater 
modified PWC's exceed tus init, then they should be ciisd and/or removed trom the 
waters of Late Powell This standard can. and shovid be met under ARemetive A. 


The Park Service acting arbarerty and capriciously ff i rtends use oxcesene nome to 
justly ahemative B The asvert stander can. and should be met under ARematve A 
the Park Servce determines the need to change thet standard. they mey. but such 
changes should be applied to ell watercraft on the ieke 


Suggestion 
The Park Service shoud work with mult punedictonel Law Enforcement in order to 
enforce emsting sound standards 


Comment 
The DEIS tefl us: 


(tah Shared Access Alhance 
Comments on the Dial Das woomenial bapa Siaiement, Personal Watenwiail Rok- 
\Viahonw Glen ( alia “valensat Rericainou Nice Viarama and { ial 


Maye 4 


UONDZNUDSAC) 


091 


GLCA-01239 

page 5of 8 
Page {7 For aude ten =) widhenewdiy Ano ‘Younes. 
Fe Cat Outen oN eayhace J HENCE mem DEAD D pereaS mee coerehors 


Page (2 “Unes asvet condi Owe oF we GoOsee Woe dow orice oF 
wor etwgwe te co che wen oe emeudl o peo cao 2m 


Page 732 “Conan Ate * ernit *O asveresy Giad oy exmgEs mug F 
rrr — F 


~- 


wy a be ad aaa SE 


Thus no PWC enpects on Waddie and Widile Habast were doosnertsd This fe Pat 
Sernce wouts be scirng srbirarty enw capncosly ff rasnds use undoasnerasd 
im pects © wide and while habitat to pty afenetve 8 


Suggsetcn 
We suggest. » tgft of the tect of Gocwnerasd enpects fhe enwrormnert. the Part 
Serice shouts adopt Aternstve A 


RE Shoreline Vegetation 


Comenant, 

No evidence is Gieciosed fet wousd rviicete PWC use harms shoreine vegetaton § The 
EIS epecsates frat PWC s ‘may crush of uproot! grasses or offer submarged squetc 
vegeteton fat ocaurs # shefow water (pg a) Thus specaéeton « inte®y specous and 
reseed ger fhe tact of data 


Comment. The Gorrunate shoreire vegstston epeases = fw afen Tenansh atu 
ence & mwoducBon to ou shores neerty 100 yee ago hes succeeded m devastating 
neeve vegetabon cotoruss and now dorrunstes and degrades fhe beeches of the entre 
Cotorado fver system ff PWC use could in some wey negstvely enpect the Tamnensi 
@ would be beneficial & af. 


Suggestion 
We suggest. © tight of the tect of docsnerted enpects t shoreine vegetaton the Part 
Servce should adapt ARemetve A 


RE: Vieltor Conflict and Safety 


Comment 
The OES Gectosss tut persona! watercra® accounted for 28% or 218 862 bost deys on 
tee powel m 2001 (page 1) The EIS afeo motes te clesn thet ‘Neboneiy some dete 
suggest that persone watercraft heve tughs scadert rates thet ofter watercraft” 
\ tah Shared Access \inance 
Comments on the Dial Ens aunacedal bequest Siwics ned. Mos wmial Watlerial) Rock 
Mab vom Grlen € @iieeh “ain ther Raricainn Naa Vw ta ain { a 
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Whee ths may of mey not be tue. Late Powel spect dats show fiat PYVC 5 are 
under represented © sccdenidesf rates’ Why mention efel some deta ‘suggest 
when sctusi on sie Gata show just the opposite? Numerous sections of fhe NEPA 
mandate fhe agency use good sie epectic susrific dats 1 order fet decmornakers 
and fe genera! pubkc can paige the effects of each aftlernatve 


The Gate preserésd m Tabie 23 drecty correckcts fe speaaston made on pege x The 
retevart Cate thet decison makers and fhe pubic need to know = fiat PWC 5s are 


(28 percert of af boat deys) in citer words PWC ecoderés conus at only one-hall fhe 
expected rate and were evolved m only S% of fw property damage scoders"™ 


Comenert. 
WE reepect to corfict. there wi steeys be people who safety wart s pubéc resource 


reserved for hemesives to tw exctuenn of others they conedier undeerabie Nabonai 
“envrormertef! orgaracators counesi hes members tc mate up ciswns of confict mn 


actvies of offer groups. © the ebeence of any otyectve bees 


Conwnent 
Finally * __ he eyury rate for personel watercrah operators stil wes lows than the rato 


thereby demoksiung any arguments jor resincions beeed on user and weaor safety 


| 


L tah Shared Access Abhance 
{ tte Se) the Diali 1 the ete stieegedal Tevag rete t Nv ain tee : ee) _ al Vanniall K " 
\hab Cre if at yare ‘eahen titel Rarcnale “i Vine News 1 ath 1 
Pane 
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On page xu of fe sutimary ure ARemnanve C me E'S memes fe tohowrng 


“Sota Gec wrwhos @en eust coy pec Pe oe FS pee eT ens 
anwar @as '' pws 6 & of st am OP he OE eT am erey oe? Pe 
wel ener tees Pe wpigte : eww eee ten 
The staternert = very troupeng because « clessfus wgaors & (ae Pound as or 
“adverse oftect” 


Guestors 
° = Ous fe ofioes NPS ssessernet of @ constverts” 
+ Wr = Pe Dewlt 0 eanwewy 28% of Lse Powel use © Orde to eetre 8 
15% reducton © iae enforcement cases? 


Commerts apply to the sflected sectors of the f scaterte Ovty Dew and San Juan 
ners 


L tah Shared Voces Alliame 
(uo ed te thee Dah tom i bevigrrad Site Ya Mas wetel Wok ale 


* : ‘ . ‘ ‘* ; 
Viaheor Core © aervee wale mas Ras <a? vice \ . i. As |, 
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Anernamve 6 urterty deruss ee pubic fe ves Od eryoOy™mer! of eee erees The 
Gece t adopt Afermnstve 8 6: bgt of fe lect of docunerisd hen © he 


PWC 's and not to ote power caf makes ern arbarery and capncous end Ufiety 
lscung © any sense ehwiscever 


Conenert 

The restichon > watutees apped under Atemebve B apptes for PVC 8 bud nol for 
o@w pews caf m some of hese eress sso Gofesiogc = PWC wets ave nag ee 
compared to ose of he ergs boasts whose opsrstons wousd be sflowed to consrwe 


Suggestion 
Service to sdopt ARernetve A 


(sah Shared Access hance 
( ewes cn ta Dial f cei lal bowen Wetown Pas mcsal Waiver all Res 
Wah rre Cre C eevee: Nat ceed Raavcain Ven 4S . 
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State Hestonc Preservation Omics 
Anzena Sit the 
[308 Wo Vastinete 


Paecr> 


eee. 


sara 2002 - 4 /) 2046) 


AWS TT > 


United States Department of the Intenor 


rope So gu st oe vcipmen of? monmaring progam snd tie samagrnen Pos Bao | 
and matengis, and the developmen of a monstormg program and lake management pies * 
consider al! lake uses to manage the effects on resources by all watercraft 


Under Alternative C, the no action alternative, al] persona) watercrafi usc with the recreation arca would be 
prohibited. based on the 2000 Navonal Park Service rule 


managerpent and operabons 
If you wish to comment an the draft environmental Statement, you may msi! comments to Gien Canyon 
NRA, Amn: PWC DEIS, P O. Box 1507, Page AZ 86040 of e-mail comments to GLCA@den Please note 
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From: + Duncan, Mark 

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2002 9:42 AM 
To: GLCA@den.nps .gov 

Subject: Glen Canyon NRA 


10-14-02 


I am sending this email for two reasons. First, I am a PWC user on Lake Powell 
and show every precaution and respect for this lake, and I teach my children 
these same qualities. They will someday be adults and enjoy this lake with there 
families and teach there children these same qualities. 


I am also an elected official in the state of New Mexico, and understand how 
important it is to view ALL and I mean ALL sides of this issue. It would be 
totaly one sided to get rid of the pwc on a2 lake that was built with TAX dollars 
and operated today with tax dollars. If the enviro community doesn’t like wave 
runners and powered boats than stay off this lake. If there are SOME and I mean 
some camyons that may be damaged, (how I don't know) than by all means close 
these cff and only these. 


Thank You 

Mark Duncan 

County Commission Chairman 

San Juan County, New Mexico 
HOSSHHHSHKSKHSESESISSSHSSASTOSHSESAESSESEES 


This message has been scanned by F-Secure Anti-Virus for Microsoft Exchange. For 
more information, connect to http: //www.F-Secure.com/ 
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(@) UNITED STATES eee —~1-¥ PROTECTION AGENCY 


Phone 680-277 8817 
Ritp rere ape gowregronts 
DEC -2 2 
Ref EPR-N 
Katty L. Roberts, Superintendent 
Gien Canyon National Recreation Ares 
P.O. Box 1507 
Page, Arizona 86040 
Re Gien Canyon National Recreation Area. 
Personal Watercraft Rule-Making DEIS, 
CEQ # 020396 
Dear Ms. Roberts: 


In accordance with our responsibilmes under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean Am Act, the Region 8 office of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact 
which evalus‘es alternatives and strategses for the management of personal watercraft at Gien 
Canyon National Recreation Area (GCNRA) 


The NPS analyzed three alternatives in this DEIS Alternative A proposes continued use 
of personal watercraft identical to the management before September 15, 2002 (when a settlement 
between the NPS and Bluewater Network suspended the use of personal watercraft from the 
recreation area until a recreation area-specific regulation could be completed). Alternative B, the 
preferred alternative (also demgnated NPS's environmentally-preferred alternative), continues the 
use of personal watercraft with several additional management restnctions. Alternative C 
proposes the current ban on the use of personal watercraft. 


While the NPS has covered a wide range of issues and included mgnuficant analyns, EPA 


1) The water quality secon of the Final EIS (FEIS) should chearty establish whether 
activites regulated by the NPS are violating, or have the potential to violate, State- 
adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards under the Federal Clean Water Act, 


2) The DEIS does not aGequately address strategies for the manag=ment of personal 
watercraft at GCNRA The DEIS leaves much of the strategy and management to a 


@unsaunstes 
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future Lake Management Pian, which may or may not be developed, depending on the 
alternative selected We recommend that the FEIS analyze reducing noise impacts from 
personal watercraft in the Natural Zone, or allowing 4-stroke engines only to svord future 
environmental damage A commutment to do a Lake Management Plan should be included 
in the FEIS, no matter which alternative is selected, and 


3) EPA recommends that the FEIS include a well-defined monitoring pian to ensure 
environmental quality is protected in the future. Detailed comments on these and other 
issues are attached for your review. 


Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate potential environmental impacts of 
proposed actions and the adequacy of information presented, we hsve asmgned a rating of EC-2, 
(environmental concerns-insufficent information) to the preferred alternative. The EC 
(environmental concerns) rating indicates that environmental mnpacts should be avoided im order 
to fully protect the environment. EPA has environmental concerns here with potential umpacts to 
water quality and adverse noise impacts on The Natural Zone of the recreation area. A rating of 2 
is given because there is msufficient information for EPA to fully assess water quality and aquatic 
systems. In addition, EPA believes that a wider range of alt... natives could reasonably have been 
conmdered 


ee ee 
or my staff contacts Deborah Lebow or Phil Strobel 


Gt 


Cynthia Cody 
Director, NEPA Program 
Ecosystems Protection and Remediation 


Encthosures 


cc. Don Ostler, Director, Division of Water Quality, UDEQ 


SLNAWWO,) 


EPA's Comments GLCA-01393 
Draft Environmental laepect Statement pag 3 of 9 
Personal Wasercraft Rule- Making 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Ares 
Arizona and Utsh 


The discusmon m thus EIS on water quality is clear and weil analyzed grven the 
informanon svailable However, we found no detailed long-term monitonng pian to ensure 
evaluation of impacts to the aquatic system Specifically, EPA has concerns about the mformation 
given in the DEIS that “ an sverage 2-hour ride on a personal watercraft with a carbureted 2- 
cycle engine will release 3-4 gallons of fuel into the weter Such a personal watercraft operated 
for 7 hours produces more smog-formung emusmona, inchuding unburned hydrocarbons that are 
discharged into the water and then evaporate, than a passenger car driven for 100,000 mules.” 
(See page 85, California Az Resources Board, 19994). While the dilution factor is significant 
here, there is still the matter of persistent hydrocarbon constituents and whether there is sufivent 
information to evaluate long-term effects to aquatic system health 


Thas EIS should assess whether there are best management practices svailabie for personal 
watercraft fueling that would reduce or eliminate fuel spills to the Lake and mcrurmuze the potential 
for and/or avosd exceedences of all aspects of the applicable State water quality standards On 
page 83, there is a discusson of the fueling stations and launch sites, and the fact that there is 
evidence of a “rainbow sheen” around these sites. Utah Water Quality Standards (Standards of 
Quality for Waters of the State R317-2, Utah Admunistrative Code) include a narrative standard 
at R317-2-7 2 which establishes that “i shall be unlawful, and a violation of these regulations, to 
discharge or otherwise place waste or other substance in such a way as will be or may become 
offensive such as unnatural deposits, floating debris, oil, scum, or other masances such as color, 
odor or taste .” Because Lake Powell has a Class ic water supply designated use, there are also 
numeric “water & organism” human health standards listed at R317-2-14, Table 2.14.6, that apply 
to Lake Powell for a mumber of organsc chermcals that may be contained in the emasmons from 
personal watercraft Further, the State water quality standards include an antdegradation policy 
at R317-2-3 that serves to masmtain and protect waters whose eusting quality is better than the 
estabiished standards for the designated uses We also suggest that whether the acuvities are fully 
consistent with Anzona water quality standards should be addressed 


We recognsze that thus is not a problem lumsted to personal watercraft, that thas is in fact an 
impect from all recrestional activitics m the area. Nevertheless, personal watercraft comribute a 
portion of thus umpact, and 8 potential violation of water quality standards should be addressed 
At a mummum, a comrmutment should be made that the Lake Management Plan will include best 
management practices to address this pollution source for a/] watercraft using the area 
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Lf the visible sheen, or numenc concentrauons of mdividual cherrucais are deemed tc be a 
wrolanon of standards, the water quality effects of Alternatives A.B and C should be dengnatec 
“major” rather than “negligible to minor.” According to the DEIS, a “major” impact is presera 
where “cherucal, phymcal or biologsca! water quality standards or crema would be locally slightly 
and sngularty exceeded on a short-term and temporary bass 


The DEIS assessmers of water quakty is based on water column sampies taken at 0 S and 
3 meter depths Grven that most constituents from watercraft exhaust or spills will float on the 
water's surface, 1 would seem logscal to collect water samples at the water's surface rather than 
0 S meters below to detcrmune compliance with standards 


On page 169, a 1s stated that some hydrocarbons can adsorb omto suspended sou particies 
mannas and sedumem depostion areas down-current for the constituents most likety to settle. 
inciudang poty-eromanc hydrocarbons Additionally, to understand whether current sediment 
condimons and aquatic health of the benthic communsty is altered from the hustorical base: ne, the 
monstonng plan should include benthx populanon sampling, and bioassay of these seciments 


The FEIS should identify whether there is potential for these sediment deposmmon areas to 
be dredged If so, s may memt implementing management practices to reduce or elirunate release 
of toxuc constituents from personal watercraft use 


The document only hsts designated uses for the tributary rivers to Lake Powell The FEIS 
should list all dengnated uses for the Lake In addition, page 84 of the DEIS lists the areas where 
sampling was done, and states that “Lake Powell s not used as a drinking water source” af any 
of these sites Information from the No Ducharge Zone apphcation prepared for Lake Powell by 
DOI in 1999 show two dnnking water utakes m the Lake the Hite Water System Intake near 
Hite Marina, and the Page Water system Intake at the base of Gien Canyon Dam Monitoring 
should also be done in these locations to assure that dnniang water standards are met for these 


measures whech can be adapted to address unexpected violations or unpaurments Should 
mortonag show that Utah and/or Anzons water quality standards could be vioiated, the NPS 
could evaluate, among other things, whether an earher phase-out date for 2-stroke carbureted 
engines is a reasonable course of action. 


Assumptions for Analysis: 


EPA bebeves that the supportung information for several assumptions used to determmune 
environmental effects needs to be further clarified One of the assumptions stated on page 16! is 
that even with a ban on personal waercraft, total bost-days will remain the same as they are 
today Thus information is key to the assessment of impacts to ar quality, water quality. 
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soundscapes, wildlife and visor expenence, parvoularty for Alternative C Thus assumpnon is 
based on the theory thet, df banned, all personal watercraft will be replaced by the same number 
of small watercraft over time under Ahernative C The DEIS indicates that 7% of personal 
watercraft use u independent of other housebos or powerboat use Please explam the ongn of 
ts mumber The FEIS should also clarify whether a is expected that overmght groups would 
tow im the same sumber of small watercraft (wtech presumably seat two or more people) as they 
currently do with personal watercraft (wtsch generally seat one or two people) 


The DEIS mdacates that there are many factors cutmde the control of NPS thst could 
in deta’ m the DEIS was for contmued current use levels for the next ten years Grven the 
uncerumnty inherent i esumating future recreation use, we suggest including an analyms scenano 
in whech use increases over the ten year plannung penod to assess whether umpacts would remain 
below the umpesment threshold Whale an mcrease m bosi~days may or may not make a 
mgruficam difference mm the as and water quailty of thus area with the Cleaner machunes expecied in 
the future, 1 could make a mgnaficam difference m the soundscape and wildlife issues analyzed, as 
well as vissior expenence 


We are providing s couple of modifications to the discusmon regarding future engine 
exmusmons based on EPA's 1996 reguianon of marine engines (DEIS p 162) The statement 
inchcates that EPA's reguiabon will result m engines producing less nowe Whale 4-stroke engines 
typrcally operate at a lower patch than 2-stroke engines, they are not necessarily quicter The 
FELIS should also note that nitrogen onde pollutant exusmons, a smog precursor, are likely to 
increase with the convermon to more 4-croke engines: 


The FEIS should disclose the derivation of the 21% average engne load Given what 
could be s mayor enpect on the analyms, an explanation of why thus is the correct assumption for 
personal watercraft, would be helpful (DEIS p 185) 


ln addition, « complete cumulative unpeci analyms should include pasi and present actons. 
in addmon to the future achons analyzed to assess the umpact to wildlife, water and au quailty, 
and sound 


EPA's renew found the range of alternatives analyzed to be somewhat liruted 
Ahernatives A and B differ mamby m thet Alternative B bens personal watercraft froin larger 
portions of several tributanes. The DEIS states, “most of the time, the tributary nvers to Lake 
Powell do not have sufficient flow for personal watercraft use.” (DEIS p 203) There does not 
appear to be a great deal of difference between these alternatives with respect to both 
management and unpacts in most cases, the DEIS describes the differences between Alternatives 
A and B a3 “negligible Even Alternative C, whuch elimmunates personal watercraft use, provides 
lnttle long-term unprovement to resources or use patterns To enhance eusting alternatives and/or 
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add new ahernatives withun the range of alicrnatives conmdered m the DEIS, EPA offers the 


Form, an shernatve iersting personal watercraft use to the mam channe/ of Lake Powell 
obyectrve of the recreation area, wiach is to “manage the recreation ares so that « provides 
maumel recresticaal enoyment,” among other objectives Al the same tume, the obyectve for 
the Natural Zone is to “mamma wolated, natural processes, and consumpuon of renewabie 
resources that are subyect to the protection of recreation values of the area” The goal is to 
“return the soundscape to as near natural condsuons as possible over tune, whale allowing visiiors 
to access and enjoy the recresbon ares m « manner « onmstent with recreation area management 
goals” (DEIS, p 197) About half the shoreline of Lake Powell is within the Natural Zone. 
Nose from personal watercraft s obvious m the nearshore areas of the Natural Zone Nowe 
modeling in the DEIS indicates that nowe from vessels can be heard up to two mules into the zone 


The FEIS should conmder an alternative thet would achseve the GCNRA objectives of 
both the Natural Zone, and the Recreation and Resource Uulizaton Zone The analyms of 
soundscape effects to the Natural Zone mdscates the alternatives conmdered to date will not result 
im progress toward Natural Zone goals The management measures m Ahernatrve B would 
provide “neghgabie” benefit to soundscapes in the Natural Zone Even by banrung persons! 
watercraft, as m Ahernative C, the Natural Zone is left with “moderate adverse effects on the 
soundscape withun a mule of the lakeshore ~ While we recogmuze that a Lake Management Pian 
would provide an opportunsty to assess all recreation types, EPA encourages the NPS to address 
these goals through thus rule making focused on personal watercraft use As part of Alternative 
B, addmonal mstganon measures that could be analyzed to address thes issue would be a speed 
lumst on personal watercraft within a modeling-besed distance from Natural Zone shorelines Such 
& measure would allow contumved personal watercraft access to scemuc areas but could 
dramatically reduce the sound footprim assoaated with these watercraft in the Natural Zone 


Sumularty, on page 61, the proposed alternative allowing onty 4-stroke engines 1s scheduled 
to be renewed as part of the future Lake Management Pian However, the DEIS only commuts to 
doing a Lake Management Plan for Ahernatives B and C Additionally, the explanabon provided 
in the DEIS does not indicate why a measure that liruts personal watercraft ermsmons could not 
be considered under the stated Purpose and Need for this ection 


The NPS has demgnated Ahernatrve B as the ermronmentally-preferred ahernatve EPA 
bebeves that an alternative that allows only the cleaner personal watercraft engines and/or hmsts 
personal watercraft in areas where the soundscapes, wildhfe or wilderness qualives m the Natura! 
Zone are umpacted, would be environmentally preferred over Aiternatrve B wm that 1 balances the 
recreational use obyectives of personal watercraft with the NPS's pobces requinng environmental 
protecuon We suggest again further analyus of thus in the FEIS 
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EPA does not heve mgmuficast ex concerns ot ts ume hi should be mowed = the FEIS 
that m duty 2002, EPA propused Geaner evaporative saniards for persona) wusercrafi (see 
stuchment) If promulgated these standards wil be reevan for fieure eewrormmemta stucees of 
tus sue 


The FELS showd use the same percentage for how much and wtach polktants voluze = 
both the ex and water quaity umpects secmons No esumate of the percert thet voletéhzes 3 grven 
am the water quaity secnon in the as quality secuon « s mated that up to 30% of the fuel from 
personal watercrafi s unburned and s discharged a: gaseous hydrocarbons (DEIS p if!) The 
numbers should be conmsters fur the anatyms 


On page 102 and as sated above under Aternauves Addressed. 1 s noted thet much of 
the Lake shore w m The Nature! Zone end nowe  qudibie there for up to two mules inland 
Sance the obyecturve of The Natural Zone ws to return the soundscape to as near nature condmon 
as posmbie, we miggest that one Of the akernatives Uy to elumunaie ms soundscape wmsue in the 
natural zone with a buffer zone Akernetve B shoukd comms to addressing thus concern in the 3- 
year pit study ané Lake Managemers Pilar 


There it tate Gascusmon on the differem vabue of the sound thet personal watercraft make 
compared to other motonzed wetercraft Personal watercraft have a distinctive patch variation 
whach may have diferent effects on humans and other speaes These distunctons should be 
analyzed for they impacts on both the soundscape and wildhfe 


Lote Management Planmag 


The Purpose and Need for the personal watercraft cuir making appears to have msgmficant 
overlap with the proposed Lake Managemers Pian The goal of thus rule-making (DEIS p |!) 1s 
“to ensure the protechon of recreatzon ares resource: and values whale offering recreation 
opportunspes as provided for m the recreanon srea s evabhng iegusiabon purpose. musmon. and 
goals ~ Ahernatrves B and C umciude a requirement that e “Lake Managemem Plan” be conducted 
at some pout in the future to “provide fox the iong-ierm protection of lake resources whule 
allowing 0 range of vimtor recreamonal opportunsues ~ (DEIS p 58) The Lake Managemen Pian 
would address weues related to “recrestonal use of the iabe. visitor conficts and safety and 
potennal enpects on recreshon ares resources from weter -reisted recrestion ~ (DEIS p $8) 
Grven that GCNRA has already determuned there «ss “need for s comprehensve | ake 
Management Pian to more thoroughly explore ail water-based recreauion” (DEIS p '2). 1 snot 
clear why the Lake Managemen Pian us included only in Alternatives B and C EPA suggests that 
the NPS comenst to doing the Lake Management Plan and inchude in the FEIS a more detmied 
descnipuon of how this rule-making differs from the plan and what the plan will cover 
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The FELS should mctude o map thet sentthes the Nature! Zone and the Recreawor and 
Resource Uuizepor Zome m the enetyms area and mclude ad6monei Seta regarding the 
purposes and obyectves for these two zones The ompect of each ahernatrve on whether the 
Natural Lone quekfies for widerness demgnsnon as recommended m the ass Management Piss. 
should be described m the Gocumem 


Peluaen Prevention and Mingaten sada NEPA 
| Tas DELS does mt inchsde exampaes of best management pracices i evan’ (x reduce 


prowmons of these executrve orders should be addressed m the FEIS anc the future Lake 
Managemere Pian referenced m thus rule-making There would be addémonal opportunities for 
pollubon prevennor measures m the proposed Lake Management Pian 


We also refes you to the Council on Exwronmental Quabty s (CEQ) “Forty Most Asked 
Quesuons Concernmng CEQ's Nauonal Exwronmental Policy Act Reguiapons” whuch address the 
level of mmnganon required for mnpects thet the lead Federsi agency determunes are not 
‘ngraficant’ (see CEQ, March 16, 1981) Quesnon 19s asks, “What is the scope of mitigation 
measures that must be discussed” CEQ sates 


“The mutugaton measures dyscussed in an £1S must cover the range of umpacts of the 

proposa. Mimgsbon measures must be conmdered even for impacts thai by themseives 

would not be conmdered mgmficant Once the proposal aself :s conmdered as 8 whole to 

have ugruficams effects all of ts specific effects on the environment (whether or not 

eee 
w dom" 


Answer |% gates, 


“All relevam. reasonable mstugaton measures that could improve the project are to be 
dentified Because the F1S is the most comprehensive environmental document 1 1s an 
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CaN 8) State of Utah pape te" 


ideal vehacie in which to isy out not only the full range of exvironmental mpecis but also DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


the full spectrum of appropriate mutigation.” me —elpareamatamamaaamamae RECEIVED 
Consistent with CEQYs instructions to Federal agencies, the FEIS should identify eek —— |. — a GLEN CANYON #24 
‘ © i -¥ 2 Cay, Unen 641 14 7 
matigation capable of improving this project or reducing environmental impacts, inchuding unpacts baewtece Derecner f 807-398-7220 tia? nay 29 pm 1 cs 
whch are not viewed as aignificant by the National Park Service. Courtland Neiman S01 S98-7378 Fox) A 


Ueweson Theertos § 601-538 7458 (TTY) 


November 21, 2002 


Kitty L. Roberts, Superintendent 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
P.O. Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 


Dear Supenntendent Roberts: 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Personal Watercraft Rule-Making. We support Alternative B as l:sted in the study. We also strongly 
support the continued use of persona! watercraft (PWC) on Lake Powell and that they be treated fairly, 
equitably and consistently with other motorboats using the lake. 


We are excited for the possibilives of a lake management plan and wouid like to be involved in the 
formulation of the pian. 


In reviewing the Draft EIS we have noted the following: 


* Throughout the document there were many innuendos that PWCs may cause a problem of one 
kind or another, yet the findings showed PWCs not to be an impact, but lack of an impact was 
not mentioned in the surnmary. 


» In the socioeconomic impact section of the study the areas affected ¢ PWCs were excluded from 
rental businesses in the Salt Lake area is if PWCs are excluded from Lake Powell it will greatly 
impact their businesses. Other locai-to-Lake Powell businesses who will feel the impact of a 
Closure will be restaurants, hotels, motets, gas stations, etc. We want you to be aware of this 
‘ssue hut we do not want to delay returning PWIs tn Lake Powell by requiring this issue to be 


As we have been able to show, educating PWC operators is really the key in solving many of the issues 
concerning PWCs. We are proud of Utah's track record in reducing PWC accidents and user conflicts. 


Because of the socioeconomic impact to the State of Utah we are willing to help in whatever capacity we 
can to have Glen Canyon National Recreation Area open to PWCs prior to Easter Weekend in 2003. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


UTAH FIELD OFFICE 
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE. SUITE $0 
WEST VALLEY CITY. UTAH 84119 


le Regty Rete: To 


FWS/R6 November 14, 2002 

ES/UT 

Memorandum 

To: Superintendent, National Park Service, Glen Canyon Nationa! Recreation Area 
Rox 1507, Page Arizone 8640 

From: Utah Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, West 
Valley City, Utah 

Subject: USFWS Concurrence with the NPS Biological Assessment for the Glen Canyon 
NRA PWC DEIS 


We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describing three 
alternatives for the management of personal watercraft use in the Gien Canyon National 
Recreation Area. Based on your memo of October 2, 2002, and the information provided within 
the DEIS, we concur that any of the three alternatives are “not likely to adversely affect” 
threatened or endangered species or critical habitat. Should project plans change, or if additional 
information on the distribution of listed or proposed species becomes available, this 
determination may be reconsidered. 


Only a Federal agency can enter into formal Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation with 
the Service. A Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representative to conduct informal 
consultation or prepare a biological assessment by giving written notice to the Service of such a 
designation. The ultimate responsibility for compliance with ESA section ’, |. wever, remains 
with the Federal agency. 

We appreciate your interest in conserving species and migratory birds. If we can be 
es Biologist, 


cc: Steve Spangie, Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Northern Arizona Field 
Office, 320 North Beaver Street, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
UTAH FIELD OFFICE 
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE. SUITE $0 
WEST VALLEY CITY. UTAH #119 
te Raph Eck Te 
FWS/R6 November 15, 2002 
ES/UT 
Memorandum 
To: Superintendent, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Box 1507, Page, Anzona 
86040 
From: Utah Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, West 
Valley City, Utah 


Subject: Glen Canyon NRA Personal Watercraft DEIS 


We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describing three 
alternatives for the management of personal watercraft (PWC) use in the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) supports the preferred alternative, 
Alternative B, which would allow for continued use of PWC with additional management 
resticuons. We are providing the following comments for your consideration. 


° The model used to calculate allowable loadings (Appendix F of DEIS) uses the most 
conservative water quality standards to calculate toxicity threshold: with the exception of 
benzene. We recommend that the Utah water quality standard for Class 3B waters (warm 
water fisheries), 71 ug/L for benzene, be used in the model instead of the 130 ug/L 
ecotoxicological benchmark value (Appendix F, Table F.1). Because of the many 
assumptions of the model, there is a need to be conservative with each of these 
benchmarks. 


° A second comment regarding the model is that it should focus on the differential impacts 
to the side canyons from the uses anticipated under Alternatives A and B. Given the 
conditions in the main channel (open stretches thai often develop large waves that are 
unsuitable for PWC use), it could be expected that PWC use will be concentrated in the 
river channel arms. The impacts to the main channel of Lake Powell should be 
essentially the same regardiess of which of the two action alternatives are chosen. 
However. there is a substantial difference in use of the river channel arms allowed under 
Alternatives A and B, and impacts will depend on the length of the arms that are open to 
PWC use. If data are available to measure this, the extent of PWC use in the river 
channe! arms should be compared to the lake main channel, and these data used to 
develop use rates and emissions loadings. These loadings should then be compared to the 
volume of water available in those arms under the two action alternatives. Fish in 
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tributary areas could be significantly impacted PWC usage in these side channe!s. and it 
is important that every effort 1s made to correctly esumate potenual effects. 


Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are pnmary contamunants of concern for 
aquatic ecosystems exposed to hydrocarbon emissions. Because of the level of motor 
vehicle use on Lake Powell, and the possib'e presence of other PAH sources on the San 
Juan River arm, the NPS and FWS cooperated on a preliminary study of PAH uptake in 
fish in the main channel, marinas, and San Juan srm. This study, conducted between 
1991 and 1994, evaluated PAH concentrations detected in bile from fish collected at 
these three locations on the lake. Initial sampic results had been available to the NPS. 
and this letter presents a summary of the final results from that study. 


The reasons for including the data are twofold. First, PAH metabolites in bile are a 
reliable and sensitive indicator of recent exposure to these consutuents in the foodchain. 
Assurning that the origin of the PAHs can be traced to the use of combustion engines in 
the environment in question, PAH exposure in fish can then be linked to the use of these 
engines. Secondly, this data can serve as a baseline for future monitoring that should be 
conducted as pari of the resource management plan adopted for Lake Powell following 
the choice of alternatives under the EIS. 


With proper study design, we believe that monitoring for this endpoint can provide a 
cost-effective, direct way of evaluating exposure and potential adverse impacts to aquatic 
wildlife species and other trust resources within the Lake Powell ecosystem. Please refer 
to the attached document for a more detailed explanation of these data and the methods 
used to obtain them. 


The tributanes to Lake Powell are importara habitats for refugia native fish populations. 
Allowing PWC in these inicts would increase the possibility of water contamination that 
could be harmful to fish. We recommend that PWC be restricted from areas designated 
as cntcal habitat for endangered fish. 


Specific text-related comments. 


Pg 87. Regarding discussion of the bioaccumulative properties of benzo(a)pyrene: 
“Oysters and bluegills are susceptible to buildup, but mudsuckers and sculpuns show no 
tendency toward accumulation.” 

First, a statement like this should have a reference, because it implies the results 
of a study. Secondly, the discussion does not give the reader enough information to 
evaluate whether the design or results of the study are applicable to Lake Powell and its 
biota. Are striped bass more simular to bluegills or sculpins? Are catfish more similar to 
oysters or mudsuckers? Does this imply that benzo(a)pyrene is more or less likely to 
build up in the Lake Powell ecosystem? We recommend adding citation. and developing 
discussion if this staternent or line of reasoning 1s retained 
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Fron: sim cock GLCA-00299 
Sent: Friday, Sovember 15, 2002 10:55 Pu page 1 of 3 


To: GLCASden.nps .gov 
Subject: PWC USE ON LAKE POWELL 


Dear Sirs, 

I have read the Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS) concerning personal water 
craft (PWC) use at Lake Powell. Below is the summary of my interpretation of the 
results of the DEIS. Thank you for allowing me, as a US citizen, to comment to 
you on my thoughts of the results of the study. 


I have outlined and addressed each issue, just below. 


ISSUE: Water Quality 

The DEIS thus found no impact on weter quality under the worst scenario of 
current use levels. In addition, any impects are that may exist will dwindle 
each subsequent year as the fleet of PWC become more fuel-efficient and less 
polluting. It is clear from the DIES that no impetus or justification for 
restricting PWC use can be found related to the issue of water quality. 


ISSUE: Air Quality 

The same comments as above can be meade in regard to air quality. It is clear 
from the DIES that no impetus or justification for restricting PWC use can be 
found related to the issue of air quality. 


ISSUE: Soundscape 

The claim is made that many recreationists who do not use PwC?s find the noise 
from these vessels to be ?annoying?. It should be noted that discriminatory 
special interest groups have taught non-motorized recreationists that any noise 
from motorized recreation is unacceptable. The sound standard at the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area is 82 decibels at 82 feet at full acceleration. « 
standard that is met by every unmodified PwC. If particular modified PwC?s 
exceed this limit, then they should be cited and/or removed from the waters of 
Lake Powell. This standard can, and should be met under Alternative A. It is 
clear from the DIES that no impetus or justification for restricting PWC use can 
be found related to the issue of *soundscape". 


ISSUE: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 

The DEIS tell us, om page 17: ?Few studies have examined personal 

watercraft effects on wildlife?. Also: ?However, the 

extent, @uration, and magnitude of biclogical impacts beceuse of personal 
watercraft operations versus other motorboats remain 

unknown?. And on Page 120: 7Under current condition there are no 

documented reports ef known conflicts of federally 

endangered fish or other species with watercraft or personal watercraft users .? 
And om Page 232: Conclusion. Alternative A would not edversely affect any 
ecological, biolegical, or physical processes essociatr:d with endangered fish 
critical habitatse.? It is clear from the DIES that no impetus or justification 
for restricting PWC use can be found related to the /ssue of wildlife and 
wildlife habitet. 


ISSUE: Shoreline Vegetation 

No evidence is presented that PWC use harms shoreline ve;-tation. The 
EIS speculates that PWC?s ?mey crush or uproot 

grasses or other submerged aquatic vegetation that occurs in shallow 
water? (pg ix). This speculation is totally specious and 

misleading. The dominate shoreline vegetation species is the alien 
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Tamarisk, which, since its introduction to our shores nearly 100 year ego. has 
succeeded in devastating native vegetation colonies and now dominstes and 
Gegrades the beaches of the entire Coloredo river system. If PHC use could in 
some wey negatively impect the Tamarisk, it would be beneficial] to all. It is 
clear from the DIES that no impetus or justification for restricting PHC use can 
be found releted to the issue of shoreline vegetation. 


ISSUE: Visitor Conflict and Safety 

Of great importance and significance are the date presented in Table 23 i pg 
138) describing Lake Powell specific accident 

statistics. It concludes that PwC?s are involved in 148 of all 

accidents. This is a remarkably low rate! As the DEIS eduits 

on page 139: ?Personal watercraft represented about 14 percent of «11 
accidents, or just over half of the number that would be 

expected from their level of use (26 percent of all boat days) . In 

other words, PWC accidents occur et only one-half the 

expected rete! In addition, the DIES states: ?Personal setercreft were involved 
in only 5% of the property Gamage eccidents?. 


With respect to conflict. Table 20 on pege 133 presents date releting to 
?perception of conflict by users of personal watercraft and other 


watercreft?. These date show only « slight elevation of ?perception 
of conflict? in ?other watercraft operators? compared to ?Pxc 
s?. This is to be expected since some members of any group 


operator 
will elweys be opposed to the activities of other groups, in the absence of any 
objective basis. Quantitetively, the elevation is insignificant. 


It is clear from the DIES that no impetus or justification for restricting Pac 
use can be found related to the issue of visitor conflict or safety. 


Problems with Alternative B: 

Alternative B includes the edoption of the Appendix C protocol that. after « 
three year further study period, sets the stege for new, unspecified and perhaps 
draconian PWC restrictions. 


Tt would deny operators of personal wetercraft eccess to the important ereas of 
the full pool shoreline of Lake Powell. The Park Service provides justification 
for Alternative B on pege 69 of the DEIS: ?However, Alternative A would not 
ensure aesthetically pleasing surroundings because it would allow personal 
watercraft users in areas f by recrestionists engeged in more 
reflective outdoor ectivities?. This stetement well illustrates the NPS?s 
unrelenting bies towards its muscle- powered users and discrimination towards of 
all others. The DEIS ignores the fect thet muscle-powered users have the vast 
bulk of the Colorado river system plus the entire Grand Canyon available for 
their exclusive use. The same comments opply to the affected sections of the 
Escalante, Dirty Devil. and San Juan rivers. 


The fect that these restrictions outlined in Alternative B would apply only to 
Pac?s and not to other power craft makes them arbitrary and capricious and 
utterly lecking in any sense whatsoever 


The restriction to wakeless speed for PwC?s. but not for other power craft in 
some of these sreas aleo Gefies logic. PW wakes are negligible compared to 
those of the larger boats whose operations would be allowed to continue. 


My Conclusion: 
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There is nothing in the DEIS that indicates PwC?s are the source of any 
substantial problems in any of the areas studied. Quite to i 
areas their impects are significantly under represented compared to other 
wetercreft. Thus there can be no question that Alternative A is the only 
rational choice. The selection of Alternative B would be arbitrary and 
capricious. Alternative C. 4 total ban. is so extreme as to be beyond any 
serious considerstion. 


There are already rules and regulations in plece thet will take cere of any 
problems with the improper use of PCs on Lake Powell, without issuing « ban on 
@ legal and responsible family ectivity. 


Once egain, I thank you for this chance to exercise my right. and ay duty. by 
making thie comment on the use of personal wetercraft on Lake Powell. 


Sincerely, 


Jim Cook 
Smeckover, AR 


Prom: Roger Pesulkey 

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2002 4:13 PH GLCA-00013 
To: Superintendent Kitty Roberts page 1 of 2 
Subject: Glen Canyon PC DEIS 


October 15, 2002 


Superintendent Kitty Roberts 
P.O. Box 1507 
Pege, AZ #86060 


Dear Superintendent Roberts: 


I support Alternative 8B as presented in the Dreft Environmental Impact 
Stetement (?DEIS?) for Personal Watercraft Rule-Making in the Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. Personal watercraft (?PWC?) provide appropriate 
eccess to Lake Powell. and I strongly support continued PWC access with 
reasonable restrictions only as necessary to ensure acceptable levels of 
resource protection and public enjoyment of this public treasure. 


Lake Powell provides unique opportunities for weter-besed recreation, 
including PwC use. Lake Powell is an important recreational destination 
visited by many families and individuals seeking to share time in « 
spectacular outdoor setting. Locel communities derive significant 
sociceconomic gain through these visits, much of which is directly or 
indirectly attributable to PWC riding opportunities st Lake Powell. 


The DEIS Gemonstrates that PHC have negligible impacts on the Lake?s 
physical resources. Monitoring demonstrates Lake Powell water and air 
quality levels well within the strictest applicable standards. Similarly. 
there are negligible impacts from PHC (or any motorized craft) on the 
area?s wildlife, vegetation, and cultural resources. Use of carbureted 2 
cycle PWC will greatly decrease under reguletions already in plece, and 
the existing minimal impects will be substantially decreased as industry 
and the public transition to cleaner and quieter technology. The DEIS 
correctly indicetes that a PWC ban would sot meaningfully further any 
physical resource conservation objective. 


There will always be a few individuals dissatisfied with any recreational 
experience. The agency should not be distracted by the hidden agenda of 
this disgruntled minority. The DEIS demonstrates the vast majority of 
visitors have highly rewarding experiences eat Lake Powell. Social 
conflict? is effectively non-existent at Lake Powell and we urge you to 
reject efforts by anti-access special interests to ?manufaecture? conflict 
in this process. 


Alternative B strikes an appropriate balance. I am willing to accept the 
reasonable restrictions on PWC access contained in Alternative B. 
Restrictions on PWC access beyond those suggested in Alternative 8 would 
unjustifiably eliminate positive family-oriented recreation with no 
offsetting resource or recreation benefits. I urge you to adopt 
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Alternetive B es Gescribed in the DEIS and ellow meaningful PHC eccess to 

continse et Lake Powell. Friday, September 19, 2002 

Plesse. Don't loose site of whet Lake Powell wes meade for, One year it's to 

@rein the leke end then the next is to ban public use... We can’t keep 

sllowing speicel interest groups to dictete our lives, It's time for PO Box 1507 

people to enjoy ell the hard things that we al] hewe worked for!!! I reed Page, Arzona 86060 

the Blue weters’s web pege. I wes shocked at the mis-informetion on thet 

site. A typicel slanted pege to fit « smell groups needs. They shoud get Dear Se or Madam. 

the facts.. before rumming eat the mouth. Plan 8 will work for ell... even 


better Pelz A... Come on Kitty show some courege...!!!! As a 15+ year visitor to the Glen C National R : ‘Scalby Lake P Bl 


Sincerely. srongty urge you to adopt the “Ahernatwe A” management would alow contmwed use of 
Personal Watercraft m Lake Powell except for a few relatively hghthy traveled and potentialh 
semsslive areas 

Roger Fasulkey 


As a less preferable ahernatrve | would support ARernatrve B, wtuch ss preferred by the management 
of GCNRA | have reviewed the DEIS and supporting materials and find thet the mupacts of PWC are 
neghgsbie end due to emproved emusson and nowe regulations beleve that the enpacts of PWC wil 
decrease even though ther use will remam the same 


Personally, | plan to purchase the new Sea Doo GTX 4-Tec PWC im the future. This crafi is much 
quieter and envronmentaly fnendh than my previous PWC craft | know that ths trend will contawe 
with other PWC consumers and ths will have a benefic a! efiect on Lake Powell 


F malty, as remter of houseboats ai Lake Powell | dusagree with yow conclusions regarding Akernatrve 
C that eventually everything will be al] nght socio-cconomucally speaking | bebeve there will be 
sagraficant and lasting Short and Long Term effects if PWC are banned at Lake Powell 


In any case Please reguster my strong disagreement wah Alternative —C the no- Action - ban on 
PWC ahernative Thus will serve the Blue Water network and ther cohorts in the Sierra Chub to cut 
usage at Lake Powell thus reducing @s visitulty and allowing them to actueve thew fire! goal of 
Dramung Lake Powell This ss im direct comradiction to Pubic Law 92-593, which established Gien 
Canyon National Recreation Area in |972. and its general management plan NPS 19782 

In summary please don’! allow so called “envwonmentaks groups” mary of who's members never 
have and never will visa GCNRA to take the RECREATION out of Glen Canyon National 


RECREATION Area, contrary to the chaner and publr: laws that created and enabled GCNRA to 
cxust in the first place 


Sincerely, - 
Apr 
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REQUEST FOR COPY OF DRAFT PERSONAL WATERCRAFTEIS = nage 1 of 1 


AND 
COMMENTS ON PERSONAL WATERCRAFT EIS 


TO: Superintendent of Gien Canyon National Recreation Area 


I support continued access to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area by Personal Water 
Crafts and the people who use them. This is a historical and traditional use dating back 
to the invention of PWC’s in the late 1970's 


As a supporter of responsible personal watercraft use I believe that decisions regarding 
the use of PWC’s should be based on objective and unbiased scientific studies. 


It is troubling to me that PWC’'s alone are singled out for possible restriction in this EIS. 
Much larger boats, including many houseboats also use the same type of engine There is 


no rational basis for banning small boats with 2-stroke engines while ignoring large boats 
with 2-stroke engines 


PWC's have always complied with EPA standards and current PWC models already meet 
EPA's 2006 marine engine standards. 


PWC’s have always complied with every state and federal sound regulation Newer 
models are becoming quieter and cleaner each year. 


PWC’s users now comprise a large portion of your constituency. The Nationa! Park 
Service has a duty to accommodate and manage, not ban 


I request that you implement the restoration of full historic and traditional PWC use upon 
the waters of the Glen Canyon National Recreation area 


Thank you, 


From: DERRELL HAWKINS GLCA-01316 
Sent: Wednesday. November 27, 2002 8:14 AM 
mag Ray a page 1 of 1 


Subject: I Oppose PWCs - Manage Strictly! 
Wednesday, November 27. 2092 


Glen Canyon NRA 

Superintendent 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
PwC DEIS 

P.O. Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 


Dear Superintendent ,. 


Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area's personal watercraft (PWC or Jet Ski) environmental assessment . 


I strongly oppose the use of Jet Skis in our national perks, including units 
classified as national recreation areas. Jet Skis are thrill craft, nothing but 
dirt bikes on water. They pollute the air and water, harass wildlife, an make a 
lot of noise, disturbing park visitors and natural sounds. They also have an 
abysmal safety record and have caused many injuries. including injuries to those 
not riding these obnoxious machines. 


I urge park administrators to choose Alternative C, the ‘no action* alternative. 
This is the only alternative that will protect park resources unimpaired, as 
mandated under the Organic Act of 1916. However, I understand that park staff 
may decide to allow Jet Ski use to continue by chocsing Alternative ® as the 
preferred alternative. Though I would be greatly disappointed in this decision, 
I would like to take this opportunity to submit the following suggestions to 
modify Alternative B: 


* Create more areas of the park that are off-limits to Jet Skis 

* Prohibit Jet Ski operation within a quarter mile of any shorejine 

* In any of the canyons of Lake Powell or tributary rivers where the shore-to- 
shore (or camyon wall-to-canyon-wall) distance is less than half a mile, the 
Park Service should prohibit Jet Ski use. 


Sincerely, 


SLNINWOD 
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**IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS** _ 


Because the comment period for the Personal Watercraft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Special Rulemaking does not begin until July of 2002, MAILING THIS LETTER YOURSELF IS 
USELESS!! We will be mass-mailing all the letters collected from our office once the comment 
period begins and keep you informed. Please mail the letters you collect to: 


Comments and Request for Copy of the Draft Personal Watercraft 
Environmental Impact Statement Glen Canyon NRA 


Dear Supermtendent: 


I support continued access to Glen Canyon National Recreation area by Personal Water Craft 
(PWC). I believe that PWCs provide the best way to experience the magnificent natural features of 
Lake Powell 

As a supporter of responsible personal watercraft use | believe that the use of objective, unbiased, 
scientific studies on the effects of personal watercraft (PWC) are mportant. 

The fact is, with the introduction of “new-technology” engine improvements such as catalysts, 
direct mjection, and four-strokes, PWC manufacturers have achieved a 75 percent reduction in 
bydrocarbon and NOx emissions in a matter of years, as opposed to the decades it took the 
automobile industry to achieve the same reductions. Personal watercraft have always complied 
with EPA standards, and current PWC models already meet EPA's 2006 marine engine standards. 


In the area of sound PWC: dave always complied with every state and federal sound regulation. 
Thanks to industry investments in bull insulation and other technologies, today’s PWC are up to 70 
percent quieter than 1998 models, and manufacturers are working to bring their customers even 
quieter vessels in the future. 

1 would encourage you to use partnerships with the surrounding business commumities, counties, 
and state governments to expand educational opportunities that inform visitors to Lake Powell 
regarding Park rules, user ethics, visitor safety and appreciation of the Park resources. 

] also would like to request a copy of the Draft of Personal Watercraft Environmental Impact 
Statement so I may comment on the document. 


October 11, 2002 GLCA-00221 
page 1 of 1 

National Park Service 

Glen Canyon NRA 

ATTN: Park Planning 

P.O. Box 1507 


To Whom It May Concern; 


| am writing to take advantage of the opportunity to express my opinion with regard to the 
proposed ban on personal watercraft on Lake Powell. 


| feel very strongly that this ban is not the right decision by the National Park Service, and very 
strongly support continuing the use of personal watercraft within the National Recreation Area. 


Thank you for considering the public's opinion in this matter. 
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October 25, 2002 


Kitty L. Roberts, Superintendent 
Gien Canyon NRA 

Atin: PWC DEIS 
P.O. Box 1507 
Page, AZ 86040 


Dear Kitty and all concerned, 


Our family has been going to Lake Powell for our vacations for the last 10 years and we 
enjoy it immensely to say the least. In other words, we have a blast! Part of the reason is 
because we have the freedom to ride our PWC’s all over the lake and it feels great 1, as 
well as my family and friends, who also spend their vacations at Lake Powell, are all 
against a ban on PWC's. This would take away our freedoms of being an American and 
being able to enjoy the beauty of the lake in a way we enjoy. For the record, ] am voting 
for Alternative A for that very reason. I fee! limiting PWC’'s from parts of the lake, while 
still allowing ski boats and houseboats to enter those same areas, is discriminating against 
PWC's and singling them out because some people don't like them. My family, friends, 
and | all own PWC’s and we own them with responsibility, we don't drink 
alcohol when operating them, and we follow the rules of the lake. If there are people on 
the lake not following the rules, then it seems to me, the people are the problem, not the 
PWC’s. | do not feel PWC’'s pollute the lake any more than ski boats and houseboats, 
and if there are going to be changes made to protect the environment, then all watercrafts 
should follow the changes. Thank you for listening and | hope my comment will be 
helpful in keeping the current PWC use before Novernber 6, 2002, in effect. 


Sincerely, C4-t por — 


Eric Penner 
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“Kimberly Peterson” 

To: “Kitty Roberts* <glca_pwc@nps .gov> 
cc: 

Subject: Wo Jet Skis at Glen Canyon! 
10/15/2002 05:52 PM AST 


Tuesday, October 15, 2002 


Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
P.O. Box 1507 

691 Scenic View Road 

Page, AZ 86040 - 15¢7 


Dear Superintendent Roberts, 


RE: Scoping Comments on the National Park Service's Environmental Assessment of 
Personal Watercraft operation at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 


I strongly support the elimination of personal watercraft (PWC), commonly known 
as jet skis, throughout the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. PWC are high- 
impect “thrill craft" that pollute the air and water, create law enforcement 
problems, threaten public safety, endanger wildlife, destroy netural quiet and 
interfere with other forms of recreation. 


The National Park Service's (NPS) Organic Act requires the Park Service to leave 
the resources and wildlife of the park system ‘unimpaired* for future 
generations. Glen Canyon NRA offers important opportunities for appropriete 
outdoor recreation, however that recreation must not impair park resources and 
values. Given the damage PWC cause the environment and wildlife as well as the 
NPS’ protection mandate, I strongly support the elimination of PWC operation 
throughout Glen Canyon ‘ational Recreation Area. 


Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to your response. 


Sincerely, 


Kimberly Peterson 
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Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2002 12:45 Px 
To: domna@blueyinc.com; glca@den.nps.gov; ssmith@b) c work.org 


Subject: PWC DEIS 


This e-meil message is « reply to a Web page using the form2mail script. The 
reply was generated by « web page at wew.bluewsternetwork.org. 


Personal watercraft (PWC), better known by the trade name jetskis, cause 
significant damage to air and water quality, visitor enjoyment, public health 
and safety, endangered species, natural soundscapes, and wildlife. I fully 
support a ban on PWC operation in Glen Canyon NRA and call upon the National 
Park Service (NPS) to adopt alternative C of its draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS) regarding PWC activity. 


Among other impacts, PWC operation diminishes other park visitors’ ability to 
enjoy their outdoor experience. At Cape Hatteras for example, before PWC were 
banned, the number one source of visitor complaints was PWC operation. In some 
instances, PWC activity and its proven threat to personel safety pushes other 
forms of recreation such as swimming or bird watching off a waterbody. This is 
simply unfair. 

Within the park system, federal law authorizes only those forms of recreation 
which leave the environment ‘unimpaired* or cause no “derogation” to park 
resources or wildlife. PWC clearly viclate these mandates and therefore must be 
prohibited at Glen Canyon. 


I urge the NPS to adopt Alternative C and permanently ban these thrilicraft from 
the entire NRA. 


Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to your response. 
Sincerely, 


Anne Stutz 
< 
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Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2002 11:11 PH 
To: Superintendent Kitty Roberts 
Subject: Support Alternative B: Continued Access for PHC at Glen Canyon 


a 

October 16, 2002 

Superintendent Kitty Roberts 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
P.O. Box 1507 

Page, AZ 86040 

Dear Superintendent Roberts: 

Dear Superintendent : 


I am a responsible PWC enthusiast, writing in support of PWC access at 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (Lake Powell). 


I support Alternative B, with some exceptions, in the Environmental Impact 
Statement. I support reasonable restrictions on PWC use, but only as are 
necessary to ensure acceptable levels of resource protection and public 
enjoyment of the lake. 


I oppose the proposed “no-wake* zones for PWC only. The United States 
Coast Guard and the National Association of Boating Lew Administrators 
have, in the past, opposed regulations that have imposed speed limits on 
only one type of boat. This type of regulation endangers PHC operators. 
who may be unable to avoid collisions with other, faster moving boats. 


Thank you for taking my comments into consideration. I urge you to change 
the rule to increase water safety on Lake Powell. 
Sincerely, 


Kevin Thompson 
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ty U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 2003 — 591-079 / R3156 Region No. 10 


As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 
most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use 
of our land and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and 
cultural values of our national parks and historic places, and providing for the enjoyment of life 
through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to 
ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people. The departmeut also promotes 
the goals of the Take Pride in America campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility 
for the public lands and promoting citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major 
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island territories 
under U.S. administration. 

NPS D-234 (May 2003) 
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